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An  Addendum  to  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters 
December  18,  1981  Draft  EIR  was  published  on  March  12,  1982.    That  Addendum 
analyzed  several  new  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  that  were  developed 
subsequent  to  the  proposed  project,  and  were  presented  on  January  21,  1982  at 
the  City  Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on  the  December  18,  1981  Draft  EIR. 

Alternatives  discussed  in  the  March  12,  1982  Draft  EIR  Addendum  were 
incorporated  by  reference  into  the  December  18,  1981  Draft  EIR,  Section  VII: 
Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project  (see  p.  117).    The  March  12,  1982  Draft 
EIR  Addendum  and  the  December  18,  1981  Draft  EIR  constitute  the  amended  Draft 
EIR  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  Draft  EIR)  for  the  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters  project. 

Throughout  this  Final  EIR  document,  changes  from  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR 
(including  the  Draft  EIR  Addendum)  are  indicated  by  a  #  . 
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A.    INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant  to  Section  15080  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
and  Guideline  ER-0-7  of  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  an  Initial  Study 
(June  5,  1981)  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and 
Loan  Headquarters  Building  project.    In  accordance  with  Section  15141  (e)  and 
(f)  of  the  CEQA  guidelines,  this  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  focuses  on 
only  those  effects  which  were  considered  to  be  potentially  significant  by  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  and  so  indicated  in  the  Initial  Study  (see 
Appendix  A,  p.  325.)    Based  on  the  Initial  Study,  potential  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  on  the  following  environmental  issues  have  been  determined  to 
be  insignificant  or  have  been  mitigated  to  a  level  of  insignificance,  and 
therefore,  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR:    land  use  compatibility; 
obstruction  of  views  from  major  vista  points;  project  operational  noise; 
public  services  and  utilities  demanded  by  the  project;  biology;  topography, 
geology  and  soils;  water  consumption;  hazardous  uses  and  health  hazards;  and 
subsurface  cultural  resources.    Reasons  for  determining  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  insignificant  in  these  areas  are  contained  in  Appendix  A. 


B.  SUMMARY 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association,  a  San  Francisco  based 
corporation,  proposes  to  construct  new  headquarters  offices  in  Downtown 
San  Francisco  to  provide  efficient,  functional  space  for  its  operations 
currently  located  in  four  of  the  five  existing  buildings  on  the  site,  and  to 
provide  additional  space  for  anticipated  growth  of  the  company  over  the  next 
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ten  years.    San  Francisco  Federal  also  intends  to  develop  the  project  site 
into  a  unified  design  theme  that  would  identify  its  headquarters. 

The  project  site  is  located  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the  intersection  of 
Post  and  Kearny  Sts.,  opposite  the  site  of  the  Crocker  National  Bank 
Headquarters  Tower  and  Lick  Place  Galleria,  which  are  currently  under 
construction  (see  Figure  1,  p.  10).    The  site  encompasses  Lots  7,  8,  9,  10  and 
11  of  Assessor's  Block  311,  (see  Figure  2,  p.  11)  and  contains  the  following 
buildings:    30  Kearny  St.,  46  Kearny  St.,  54  Kearny  St.,  60  Kearny  St.,  and  79 
Post  St. 

The  proposed  16-story  office  building  would  be  about  230  ft.  high  and  contain 
approximately  199,100  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  exclusive  of  one  basement 
floor  and  one  mechanical  penthouse.    The  ground  floor  would  contain  a  savings 
branch  of  5,000  sq.  ft.  and  approximately  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail  commercial 
space.    The  basement  level  would  contain  an  estimated  23  off-street,  long-term 
parking  spaces,  one  off-street  loading  bay  and  areas  for  mechanical 
equipment.    The  portion  of  the  building  located  on  the  southernmost  part  of 
the  site  would  be  stepped  back  at  the  top  along  the  width  of  Maiden  Lane  to 
terminate  the  view  corridor  extending  from  Union  Square  down  Maiden  Lane  to 
Kearny  St.  (see  Figure  5,  p.  15). 

The  total  construction  period  would  be  about  24  months,  beginning  with 
demolition  of  the  existing  five  buildings  located  on  the  site.    During  the 
project  construction  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  (S&L)  would 
temporarily  relocate  its  present  employees  and  operations  from  the  site  to 
other  offices  in  San  Francisco.    San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  would  be  the 
principal  tenant  of  the  new  building,  occupying  about  25%  of  the  total  gross 
floor  area  proposed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

•  The  project  would  include  the  demolition  of  five  buildings.    Two  of  the 
structures,  the  Maskey  Building  at  46  Kearny  St.  and  the  60  Kearny  Building, 
are  identified  on  the  City  Planning  Commission's  list  of  Architecturally 
and/or  Historically  Important  Buildings  in  the  Downtown,  and  are  rated  "B"  in 
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the  Heritage  Survey.    The  Maskey  Building  is  rated  "3"  in  the  Department  of 
City  Planning' s  Architectural  Inventory  and  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  is 
rated  "1"  in  that  survey.    The  Maskey  Building  was  recommended  for  landmark 
status  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  Heritage.  That 
recommendation  was  rejected  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  and  on  appeal,  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors.    The  three  remaining  buildings  on  the  project  site 
are  not  on  the  Planning  Commission's  list,  and  have  not  been  rated  in  the 
Heritage  or  the  Planning  Department's  survey.    The  project  site  is  located  in 
a  proposed  Retai 1 -Shopping  District  identified  in  Splendid  Survivors  as  "the 
finest  of  San  Francisco's  potential  National  Register  Districts  in  the  quality 
of  its  architecture  and  in  the  collective  realization  of  the  goals  of  the  City 
Beautiful  Movement." 

The  project  would  comply  with  zoning,  height,  bulk  dimensions,  and  floor  area 
ratio  (FAR)  requirements  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  with  the  Interim 
Controls  on  bonus  floor  area.    The  project  would  be  responsive  to  land  use 
policies  and  objectives  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  except  for 
the  provision  of  23  long-term  parking  spaces,  which  is  discouraged  in  the 
Downtown  Transportation  Plan  (Objective  1,  Policy  4). 

The  number  of  ground-level  retail  establishments  could  be  reduced  from  four  to 
as  few  as  one,  depending  on  the  number  of  tenants  that  would  occupy  the 
1,600  sq.  ft.  of  area  proposed  for  retail  uses.    The  project  would  retain  the 
existing  corner  savings  office  use  at  the  site. 

#  The  scale  of  the  project  would  attempt  to  visually  relate  to  the  Mechanics' 
Institute,  a  designated  City  Landmark  (No.  134),  which  borders  the  site  on  the 
east,  and  to  the  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building,  which  borders  the  site  on 
the  south,  by  maintaining  the  continuous  street-level  facade.    The  clear  glass 
and  light-colored  cladding  of  the  building  would  be  similar  to  the  exterior 
treatment  of  older  buildings  in  the  vicinity.    The  project  would  emphasize 
visual  termination  of  the  view  corridor  from  Union  Square  down  Maiden  Lane  to 
Kearny  St.  by  providing  landscaped  setbacks  at  the  upper  floors  of  the  portion 
of  the  building  located  opposite  Maiden  Lane,  and  at  the  street-level,  by 
providing  a  30-foot-high  public  entrance  alcove,  which  would  contain  a  design 
feature  such  as  a  commissioned  work  of  art.    The  project  would  replace  the 
existing  view  terminus  from  Maiden  Lane  which  presently  consists  of  the  rear 
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walls  of  the  660  Market  St.  Building  and  the  sign  scaffolding  on  top  of  the 
625  Market  St.  Building  and  open  sky  in  the  background. 

The  project  would  reduce  existing  short-range  views  from  the  7th  through 
15th  floors  of  the  15-story  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building.    The  portion 
of  the  project  adjacent  to  the  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  would  be 
reduced  in  height,  stepped  back  and  landscaped,  thereby  minimizing  short-range 
view  impairment  from  the  upper  levels  of  the  American  Savings  and  Loan 
Building.    The  project  would  increase  northwesterly  winds  by  up  to  28%  along 
Kearny  St.  south  of  the  site  and  up  to  22%  along  Post  St.  east  of  the  site. 
The  project  would  decrease  northwesterly  wind  speeds  by  A%  to  11%  on  Maiden 
Lane  near  Kearny  St.,  on  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  and  on 
Post  St.  west  of  the  Post  St. /Kearny  St.  intersection. 

During  afternoon  hours  in  the  winter  months,  the  project  would  add  to  the 
shadow  patterns  cast  by  the  Aetna  Building  and  the  Crocker  Tower  (which  is 
under  construction)  on  the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  (to  be  constructed 
on  top  of  the  One  Montgomery  St.  banking  hall),  and  on  the  glass-dome  roof  of 
the  Lick  Place  Galleria.    During  winter  months,  the  project  would  contribute 
to  the  full  shading  of  the  glass-dome  roof  of  the  retail  galleria  from  about 
1:00  to  3:30  p.m.,  and  the  full  shading  of  the  One  Montgomery  St.  rooftop 
plaza  from  about  3:00  to  4:00  p.m.,  with  the  dominant  shadows  being  cast  by 
the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building.    The  project  would  not  shade  the  Crocker 
galleria  or  rooftop  plaza  during  the  noon  lunch  hour  during  any  time  of  the 
year;  nor  would  it  shade  the  existing  Crocker  Plaza  on  Market  St.  because  of 
the  intervening  Aetna  Building. 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  leasable  office  space  of 
122,190  sq.  ft.  at  the  site  and  a  net  decrease  of  9,440  sq.  ft.  of  net 
leasable  retail  space.  The  project  would  accommodate  an  increase  in  on-site 
employment  of  as  many  as  550  employees  and  would  require  the  displacement  of 
about  16  businesses  employing  about  50  persons.  At  initial  occupancy,  total 
project  employment,  including  about  190  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  employees, 
would  be  about  770. 
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The  project  would  generate  a  net  demand  of  approximately  125  housing  units. 
The  net  increase  in  office  space  at  the  project  site  would  continue  the  growth 
in  service  sector  and  headquarters  activities  in  San  Francisco,  and  would 
contribute  to  the  growth  of  local  and  regional  markets  for  goods  and  services. 

Construction  traffic  would  intermittently  and  temporarily  reduce  the  carrying 
capacity  of  access  streets  and  haul  routes  during  the  24-month  construction 
period.    Construction  of  a  curb  cut  on  Post  St.  and  installation  of 
underground  utilities  on  Kearny  and  Post  Sts.  would  also  cause  traffic 
disruptions.    Traffic  generated  by  the  project  would  have  a  negligible  effect 
upon  levels  of  service  on  neighboring  streets;  all  project-related  traffic 
would  be  greater  than  existing  site-generated  traffic,  but  have  statistically 
insignificant  effects  on  levels  of  service  at  critical  Downtown  intersections 
and  freeway  access  points.    The  project  would  increase  ridership  by  no  more 
than  1%  on  Muni  and  regional  public  transit  systems  serving  the  project  site. 

The  project  would  increase  by  no  more  than  2%  the  1984  projected  cumulative 
traffic  volume  on  freeway  feeder  streets  and  on  streets  near  the  proposed 
project.    Ridership  on  Muni  lines  serving  the  Downtown  area  would  not  increase 
by  more  than  0.01%.    The  project  would  provide  23  parking  spaces,  but  would 
generate  a  projected  daily  parking  demand  of  270  parking  spaces.  This 
represents  a  projected  daily  parking  deficit  of  approximately 
250  project-related  spaces. 

The  single  loading  bay  proposed  for  the  basement  level  of  the  project  would 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  existing  City  Planning  Code,  but  would  not 
meet  the  average  demand  for  off-street  loading  space  at  the  site.    This  demand 
could  be  met  by  unloading  from  existing  on-street  loading  spaces  on  Post  St. 
or  by  the  provision  of  two  off-street  loading  docks. 

Project-related  impacts  would  be  generally  typical  of  most  Downtown  office 
construction.    Air  quality  impacts  would  be  attributable  to  construction 
activities  and  to  increased  auto  emissions  during  project  operation. 
Construction  activities  would  temporarily  increase  airborne  dust  in  the 
vicinity.    Because  project-generated  traffic  and  traffic  from  cumulative 
Downtown  development  would  increase  emissions  of  air  pollutants.  Bay  Area 
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attainment  of  state  standards  would  be  impeded.    Noise  effects  would  be  due  to 
construction  activities,  especially  pile  driving,  which  would  temporarily 
disturb  employees  in  neighboring  office  buildings.    The  project  would  require 
energy  consumption  of  327  billion  Btu-at-source  for  construction.    Energy  for 
project  operation  would  require  2.4  million  kilowatt  hours  per  year,  generated 
primarily  from  nonrenewable  fossil  fuels  and  3.0  million  cu.  ft.  of  natural 
gas.    Energy  consumption  would  be  within  the  conservation  standards  of  the 
State  Energy  Commission. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  or  under  consideration  by 
the  project  sponsor  include: 

The  proposed  entrance  alcove  which  would  be  the  width  of  Maiden  Lane,  with 
the  upper  portions  stepped  back  and  landscaped  to  provide  a  visual 
terminus  of  the  axial  view  corridor  extending  from  Union  Square  down 
Maiden  Lane  to  Kearny  St. 

A  design  feature  such  as  a  conmissioned  work  of  art  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  Kearny  St.  entrance  alcove,  providing  pedestrian  interest. 

Design  features  would  be  incorporated  into  the  exterior  of  the  ramp  and 
loading  area  to  minimize  the  visual  effects  of  the  curb  cut  and  Post  St. 
ramp  entrance  on  the  Mechanic's  Institute, 

Light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass  have  been  selected  for  he  proposed 
project.    These  treatments  would  relate  more  to  the  low-rise,  traditional 
buildings  to  the  west  than  do  the  dark  granite  exterior  of  the  Crocker 
Tower,  which  has  reflective  glass,  and  the  dark  cladding  of  the  Aetna 
Building,  which  has  tinted  glass  windows. 

Stained  glass  panels  from  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  preserved  and  used 
in  the  public  areas  of  the  project.    Retaining  the  stained  glass  panels 
and  incorporating  them  into  a  new  project  would  not  totally  mitigate  the 
effect  of  demolishing  the  Maskey  Building,  and  would  eliminate  the 
original  architectural  context  of  the  panels. 


I.    Introduction  and  Summary 


San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  would  consider  providing  low-interest  rate 
financing  for  the  rehabilitation  or  new  construction  of  housing  units  in 
the  City  equal  to  the  amount  of  new  housing  demand  generated  by  the 
project;  units  to  be  rehabilitated  or  constructed  would  be  identified  by 
the  City  and  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L. 

The  project  sponsor  would  encourage  transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale 
of  BART  and  Muni  passes  to  employees,  and  by  encouraging  an  employee 
carpool  and  vanpool  system  in  cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area 
commuters. 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet 
the  peak  demand  generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the 
downtown  area,  the  project  sponsor  would  contribute  funds  for  maintining 
and  augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the 
demand  created  by  the  project,  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisors 
Ordinance  Number  224-81  or  any  subsequent  equitable  funding  mechanism 
developed  by  the  City. 

The  sponsor  would  consider  designating  a  portion  of  the  23  proposed 
parking  spaces  as  short-term  parking,  thereby  addressing  Objective  1, 
Policy  4  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  which  discourages  long-term 
parking  in  the  Downtown  Core. 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  establishing  flex-time  work  hours  for 
office  employees,  as  savings  and  loan  operations  permit,  to  reduce 
peak-hour  traffic  impacts. 

To  meet  the  average  demand  for  loading  spaces  at  the  project  site,  the 
project  sponsor  would  consider  providing  two  loading  spaces  instead  of  one. 

Prior  to  final  design  of  the  building,  the  project  sponsor  and  project 
engineer  would  meet  with  the  Energy  Conservation  Department  of  the 
Public  Utilities  Commission  to  determine  that  measures  are  taken  to  assure 
energy  conservation  in  the  design  and  operation  of  the  proposed  building. 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

A.  No  Project 

B.  Retain  the  Maskey  Building  and/or  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building 

Variant  B.l:     Retain  the  Maskey  Building  (with  new  construction  on 
surrounding  parcels) 

Variant  B.la:    Retain  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building  structure 

*  Variant  B.lb:    Retain  the  Maskey  Building  and  Sutter's  Mill 

Variant  B.2:     Integrate  and  Retain  the  front  40%  of  the  Maskey  Building 
Variant  B.3      Retain  both  the  Maskey  Building  and  the  60  Kearny  Building 

C.  Combined  Housing  and  Office  Development  Providing  On  Site  Housing  Demanded 
By  the  Project 

D.  Development  Conforming  to  Guiding  Downtown  Development 

*E.  Retain  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  at  Existing  Location  on  Project  Site 

*  Variant  E.l:     Development  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1 


Indicates  alternatives  that  were  incorporated  into  the  December  18,  1981 
Draft  EIR  from  the  March  12,  1982  Draft  EIR  Addendum. 
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I.    Introduction  and  Summary 

Variant  E.2:     Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor  Area  Complying  with 
the  Existing  City  Planning  Code 

Variant  E.3:     Transfer  of  Development  Rights  Complying  with  Guiding 
Downtown  Development 

F.  Move  Full  (Six-Bay)  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  Opposite  Maiden  Lane 
Variant  F.l:     Development  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1 

Variant  F.2:     Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor  Area  Complying  with 
the  Existing  City  Planning  Code 

G.  Moved  Reduced  (Four-Bay)  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  Opposite  Maiden  Lane 
Variant  G.l:     Development  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1 

Variant  G.2:     Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor  Area  Complying  with 
the  Existing  City  Planning  Code 

H.  Four-Bay  Maskey  Facade  with  a  340  Ft. -High  Corner  Tower 

I.  Six-Bay  Maskey  Facade  with  a  370  Ft. -High  Corner  Tower 


Indicates  alternatives  that  were  incorporated  into  the  December  18,  1981 
Draft  EIR  from  the  March  12,  1982  Draft  EIR  Addendum. 
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II.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.    SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 


San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association,  a  San  Francisco  based 
corporation,  proposes  to  construct  a  new  headquarters  office  building  in  the 
Financial  District  of  San  Francisco.    San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
has  been  headquartered  at  the  project  site  since  1944.    The  headquarters 
offices  and  main  savings  branch  of  San  Francisco  Federal  are  currently  located 
in  four  of  the  existing  five  buildings  occupying  the  project  site.  The 
sponsor's  objectives  are  to  continue  use  of  the  site  as  its  headquarters  by 
providing  more  efficient,  functional  space  for  savings  and  loan  operations 
currently  located  in  the  four  separate  buildings,  and  by  providing  additional 
space  for  anticipated  growth.    San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  also 
intends  to  develop  the  site  into  a  unified  design  theme  that  would  identify 
its  headquarters  offices,  and  enhance  its  corporate  image.    Project  architects 
and  engineers  are  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill,  San  Francisco. 


B.    PROJECT  LOCATION 


The  proposed  building  would  be  located  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
intersection  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  opposite  the  site  of  the  Crocker  National 
Bank  Headquarters  Tower  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  (EE78.298,  Final  EIR, 
certified  May  18,  1979),  which  are  currently  under  construction  (see 
Figure  1,  p.  10).    The  project  site  consists  of  Lots  7,  8,  9,  10  and  11  on 
Assessor's  Block  No.  311;  the  area  of  the  site  is  about  14,250  sq.  ft.  The 
site  is  surrounded  by  the  Mechanics'  Institute  on  the  east;  the  660  Market  St. 
Building  on  the  southwest;  and  the  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building,  which 
fronts  on  Kearny  and  Market  Sts.,  on  the  south.    The  Aetna  Building  and 
Crocker  Plaza  are  located  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  project  block.  Other 
existing  and  proposed  major  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  are  shown  in 
Figure  2,  p.  11 . 
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SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  FIGURE  1:  Project  Location 

Associates  J  Inc. 
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II.    Project  Description 

The  site  is  located  on  the  western  boundary  of  the  Financial  District  and 
adjacent  to  the  eastern  edge  of  Union  Square  Retail  and  Hotel  District. 
Maiden  Lane,  a  two-block  retail  shopping  corridor  between  Stockton  and 
Kearny  Sts.,  is  situated  opposite  the  southern  portion  of  the  project  site. 
Thi-  project  site  is  within  one  block  of  the  Montgomery  Station  of  the 
Market  St.  subway,  which  serves  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART)  system  and 
the  Muni  Metro  light  rail  system. 

C.    SITE  AND  BUILDING  PLAN 


#The  project  would  be  a  16-story,  230-ft.-high  office  building  including 
15  floors  of  useable  space,  one  basement  level,  and  one  mechanical  penthouse 
floor.    Materials  for  the  building  facade  have  not  yet  been  selected.  The 
proposed  design  concept  calls  for  light-colored  cladding,  with  clear  glass 
windows.    A  first  floor  belt  course,  approximately  the  same  height  as  the 
lower  cornice  lines  of  the  adjacent  Mechanics'  Institute  on  Post  St.  and 
American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  on  Kearny  St.,  would  extend  along  the  Post 
and  Kearny  Sts.  frontages  of  the  building,  emphasizing  a  continuation  of  the 
street-level  facade  (see  Figure  3,  p.  13).    At  the  11th  floor,  a  balcony  would 
extend  along  the  building.    Along  the  Post  St.  frontage,  the  11th  through 
16th  floors  would  be  set  back  20  ft.  from  the  roof line  of  the  adjacent 
Mechanics'  Institute  Building,  providing  approximately  1,350  sq.  ft.  of  area 
to  be  used  as  a  terrace  for  building  employees  (see  Figure  4,  p.  14). 

A  30-ft.-high  public  entrance  alcove  would  be  located  on  Kearny  St.  opposite 
Maiden  Lane  to  provide  a  street-level  visual  terminus  to  the  end  of  Maiden 
Lane.    The  proposed  alcove  would  be  approximately  the  same  width  as  Maiden 
Lane  and  would  incorporate  a  design  feature  such  as  a  commissioned  work  of 
art.    Beginning  at  the  llth-floor  balcony,  the  upper  portions  of  the  building 
above  the  entrance  alcove  would  have  three  step  backs,  landscaped  with 
planters,  and  rising  to  about  175  ft.  in  elevation  (see  Figure  5,  p.  15). 
These  step  backs  would  be  used  as  terraces  by  building  employees. 

The  building  would  contain  approximately  199,100  gross  sq.  ft.  (188,000  net 
sq .  ft.)  of  floor  area,  exclusive  of  1  basement  floor,  with  a  maximum  floor 
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II.    Project  Description 


area  ratio  of  14:1  on  the  14,250  sq.-ft .-si te.    The  ground  floor  would  contain 
approximately  1,600  sq .  ft.  of  retail  space  and,  at  the  Post  and  Kearny  Sts. 
corner  of  the  building,  the  main  savings  branch  of  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  (S&L)  would  contain  approximately  5,000  sq.  ft.    The  ground 
floor  would  also  contain  a  pedestrian  way  with  entrances  on  Kearny  and 
Post  Sts.,  providing  access  to  the  lobby  area  and  elevators  serving  the  office 
floors,  to  the  retail  space,  and  to  the  interior  entrance  of  the  corner 
savings  branch. 

Approximately  186,150  gross  sq.  ft.  (158,200  net  sq.  ft.)  of  offices  would  be 
located  on  the  second  through  16th  floors.    The  basement  level  would  contain 
approximately  23  parking  spaces,  one  loading  bay,  and  a  mechanical  equipment 
area.    Access  to  the  basement  level  would  be  from  a  30-ft.-wide  vehicle  ramp 
on  Post  St.,  where  one  curb  cut  would  be  required.    Basement  level,  street 
level,  typical  lobby  and  office  floor  plans  and  a  north-south  building  section 
are  shown  in  Figures  6  and  7,  pp.  17-18. 

D.    PROJECT  OCCUPANCY 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  would  be  the  principal  occupant  of  the 
new  building,  occupying  about  45,000  net  sq.  ft.  or  25%  of  the  total  net 
leasable  floor  area  at  initial  occupancy.    No  other  tenants  are  secured  at 
this  time.    San  Francisco  Federal  would  occupy  the  corner  savings  branch  of 
approximately  5,000  sq.  ft.  and  approximately  40,000  net  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space;  the  remaining  118,200  net  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  would  be  occupied  by 
other  tenants.    San  Francisco  Federal  indicates  that  eventually  it  would 
occupy  a  larger  portion  of  the  building,  based  on  an  average  employee  growth 
rate  of  about  4%  per  year  over  the  past  ten  years. /I/ 

During  the  construction  period,  San  Francisco  Federal  would  temporarily 
relocate  its  170  employees  presently  working  at  the  project  site  to  othe»" 
offices  in  San  Francisco.    After  project  completion,  all  170  San  Francisco 
Federal  employees  would  return  to  the  new  building.    San  Francisco  Federal 
anticipates  that  its  employment  force  would  increase  by  20  persons  during  the 
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II.    Project  Description 


construction  period,  for  a  total  of  190  Savings  &  Loan  employees  at  initial 
building  occupancy. /2/ 


E .    PROJECT  SCHEDULE,  COST  AND  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 
PROJECT  SCHEDULE/3/ 

Detailed  design  of  the  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  building  and  certification  of 
the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  are  scheduled  for  early  1982. 
Demolition  of  the  five  buildings  on  Lots  7,  8,  9,  10  and  11  would  begin  in 
mid-1982,  after  approval  of  the  project  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and 
issuance  of  demolition,  site  and  other  permits,  followed  by  construction  of 
the  project.    Assuming  adherence  to  the  schedule  presented  in  Table  1,  first 
occupancy  would  be  in  mid-1984. 


TABLE  1:    CONSTRUCTION  SCHEDULE  FOR  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL  SAVINGS 
AND  LOAN  HEADQUARTERS  BUILDING 

Building  Activity*  Approximate  Month  of  Completion** 

Demolition  and  Site  Clearance  3 

Excavation  and  Foundation  2 

Steel  Erection  3 

Exterior  Finishing  4  -  5 

Interior  Finishing  8-11 

Initial  Occupancy  23  -  26 

Full  Occupancy  32  -  33 

"*~Various  building  activities  would  continue  concurrently. 

**  The  estimated  month  of  the  construction  period  in  which  the  activity  would 

be  completed. 

SOURCE:    Clifton  C.  Brinkley,  Construction  Consultant;  and 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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COST/4/ 

San  Francisco  Federal  currently  owns  all  five  buildings  occupying  the  project 
site.    Project  construction  costs,  excluding  the  cost  of  land,  would  be 
approximately  $23,975,000  in  1981  dollars,  including  $15,000,000  for  the  basic 
structure;  $2,500,000  for  interior  finishes;  $1,000,000  for  design, 
engineering  and  environmental  documentation;  $4,725,000  for  interim  financing; 
and  $750,000  for  leasing  fees. 

APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

The  first  steps  in  processing  the  proposed  project  are  public  review  of  the 
draft  environmental  impact  report  (DEIR),  response  to  public  comments  on  the 
DEIR,  and  certification  of  the  EIR  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.    The  City 
Planning  Commission  would  also  review  the  project  design  and  environmental 
context  under  its  current  policy  of  Discretionary  Review  of  all  Downtown 
projects  during  the  interim  development  controls  on  the  use  of  floor  area 
bonuses/5/.    After  a  public  hearing,  the  Commission  would  then  adopt  a 
resolution  either  approving,  approving  with  conditions,  or  disapproving  the 
project.    If  approval  is  granted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  or,  by  the 
Board  of  Permit  Appeals  on  appeal,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to 
obtain  a  demolition  permit  from  the  Central  Permit  Bureau  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works.    Before  beginning  building  construction,  the  project  sponsor 
would  also  be  required  to  obtain  building,  fire,  electrical,  and  related 
permits  from  the  Central  Permit  Bureau. 

#  The  Maskey  Building,  located  on  Lot  8  of  the  project  site,  was  recommended  for 
landmark  designation  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  on 
September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was  rejected  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  March  18,  1982.    The  City  Planning  Commission's  decision  was 
subsequently  appealed  by  the  Landmarks  Advisory  Board  and  Heritage  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.    The  Board  of  Supervisors  rejected  the  landmark 
designation  on  May  10,  1982. 
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NOTES  -  Project  Description 

/!/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  letter  communication,  December  18,  1980. 

in  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  telephone  communication.  May  6,  1981. 

/3/  Clifton  C.  Brinkley,  Construction  Consultant,  written  communication. 
May  26,  1981 . 

/4/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  letter  communication.  May  19,  1981. 

/5/  City  Planning  Comnission  Resolution  No.  8474,  January  17,  1980.    Board  of 
Supervisors  Ordinance  240-80,  June  1,  1980,  established  the  interim 
limitations  on  use  of  bonuses  in  effect  until  July  1,  1981,    This  ordinance 
was  extended  in  June  1981  until  September  1,  1981,  and  subsequently  until 
March  4,  1982. 
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III.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  building  site  is  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the  intersection  of  Post  and 
Kearny  Sts.    The  site  is  situated  along  the  western  edge  of  San  Francisco's 
Financial  District,  which  encompasses  a  roughly  triangular  area  bounded  by 
Kearny,  Washington  and  Mission  Sts. 

Land  uses  on  the  project  site  and  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project 
site  are  primarily  ground-level  retail  uses  with  upper-level  office  uses. 
(See  Section  III.D.,  Employment,  Housing  and  Fiscal  Factors,  p.  31,  for  a  more 
detailed  discussion  of  on-site  land  uses).    To  the  northeast  is 
San  Francisco's  Financial  District,  which  contains  a  combination  of  early  20th 
century  banking  and  office  facilities,  and  most  of  the  City's  recent  highrise 
development.    To  the  northwest,  across  Grant  Avenue  is  the  Union  Square  Retail 
and  Hotel  District  of  the  City.    Maiden  Lane,  a  two-block  retail  corridor  west 
of  the  project  site,  contains  a  collection  a  small-scale,  specialty  retail 
shops  and  resturants  which  offer  a  pedestrian  transition  from  the  Union  Square 
retail  district  to  the  more  predominant  office  uses  east  of  Kearny  St.  Land 
uses  in  the  project  vicinity  along  Market  St.  and  to  the  south  consist  of  the 
Sheraton  Palace  Hotel  at  Market  and  New  Montgomery  Sts.,  and  multi-use 
buildings  containing  ground-level  restaurant,  retail  or  bank  uses  with  upper 
level  office  uses. 

A  number  of  projects  are  under  construction,  have  been  approved  or  are 
proposed  in  the  project  vicinity.    Under  construction  are  the  Crocker  Tower 
and  the  Lick  Place  Galleria,  a  three-level  retail  shopping  mall,  which  are 
part  of  the  Crocker  National  Bank  Headquarters  project;  and  the  101  Mo:>tgomery 
St.  Building.    Proposed  developments  in  the  project  vicinity  include  the  One 
New  Montgomery  Place  Building,  at  Market  and  New  Montgomery  Sts.,  the 
71  Stevenson  St.  project  at  Stevenson  and  New  Montgomery  Sts.,  the  562 
Mission  St.  project  at  Anthony  and  Mission  Sts.,  the  Lincoln  Property  Company 
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development  at  Sutter  and  Kearny  Sts.,  and  the  333  Bush  St.  Building  at  Bush 
and  New  Montgomery  Sts.  (see  Figure  2,  p.  11). 

The  City  Planning  Code  Use  District  classification  for  the  site  and 
surrounding  area  is  C-3-0,  Downtown  Office  District  (see  Figure  8,  p.  24). 
Office  and  retail  uses  are  permitted  in  this  district  with  a  basic  Floor  Area 
Ratio  (FAR)  of  14  to  1;  that  is,  buildings  may  have  a  basic  total  floor  area 
that  is  14  times  the  area  of  the  site.    A  total  floor  area  of  about 
199,440  sq.  ft.  would  be  permitted  under  the  Code  on  this  14,246-sq.-ft. 
site.    Approximately  199,100  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  is  proposed  for 
development.    Housing  developed  at  1  unit  per  125  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area  is 
allowed  under  the  City  Planning  Code.    A  total  of  114  housing  units  would  be 
permitted  by  the  Code  on  this  14,246-sq .-ft.  site.    Bonus  floor  areas  for 
housing  permitted  by  Section  126  of  the  City  Planning  Code  are  not  applicable, 
as  on-site  housing  is  not  proposed  for  the  project. 

The  site  is  in  the  500-1  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see  Figure  9,  p.  24)  in 
which  the  maximum  permitted  building  height  is  500  ft.  above  a  height  of 
150  ft.,  the  maximum  permitted  building  length  is  170  ft.,  and  the  maximum 
permitted  diagonal  dimension  is  200  ft. 


B.    URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

#  Because  the  site  consists  of  buildings  which  are  three  to  seven  stories  in 
height,  it  is  obscured  from  view  from  distant  points  such  as  Twin  Peaks  or 
Potrero  Hill  by  larger  or  taller  buildings  in  the  vicinity.    One  portion  of 
the  site.  Lot  7,  is  prominent  when  viewed  from  nearby  Union  Square  or  Maiden 
Lane,  since  it  terminates  the  axial  view  down  Maiden  Lane.    That  parcel  is 
occupied  by  a  remodeled,  three-story  restaurant  and  bar.    Above  the  restaurant 
and  bar  can  be  seen  the  rear  facade  of  the  upper  floors  of  660  Market  St. 
Building  (see  Figure  10,  p.  30).    Above  the  660  Market  St.  Building  can  be 
seen  the  upper  floors  and  sign  scaffolding  of  the  625  Market  St.  Building. 
This  portion  of  the  site  is  prominent  in  nearby  views  of  the  site  from  the 
west. 


23 


o 

o- 

00 


_  UJ 


(0 

o 

'ZI 

•»-> 

(0 

5 

0 
(0 

Q) 

•a 
o 
O 

O) 

c 
"c 
c 

iS 
Q. 

00 


LU 
CO 

o 


III.    Environmental  Setting 


Visually,  the  site  is  distinguished  by  the  five  three-  to  seven-story 
buildings  on  it,  and  by  the  contrasting  38-  to  44-story  height  of  newer 
buildings  to  the  north  and  east.    The  buildings  on  the  site  were  built  before 
1910  and  are  similar  in  design  to  those  on  the  opposite  side  of  Kearny  St. 
which  were  built  at  approximately  the  same  time  and  to  the  same  scale. 

•  The  project  site  is  in  a  transitional  height  and  use  area;  many  low-rise 
buildings  occupy  the  perimeter  of  the  Financial  District,  while  buildings  in 
the  core  of  the  District,  to  the  north  and  east  are  mostly  highrise.  The 
project  area  is  characterized  by  older,  low-  and  medium-rise  buildings  along 
Post,  Kearny  and  Market  Sts.,  situated  among  a  few  highrise  buildings.  The 
medium-rise,  15-story  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  borders  the  site  on 
the  south;  this  building  is  approximately  220-ft.  high  on  the  Kearny  St. 
frontage  and  about  155-ft.  high  on  the  Market  St.  frontage.  Highrise 
buildings  in  the  immediate  project  area  include  the  38-story,  527-ft.-high 
Aetna  Building  which  occupies  the  eastern  portion  of  the  project  block.  The 
40-story,  500-ft.-high  Crocker  National  Bank  Tower,  located  opposite  the  site 
at  the  northeast  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.,  is  currently  under 
construction  and  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  mid  1982.    As  fewer  parcels 
are  available  for  development  in  the  core  of  the  C-3-0  district,  there  will  be 
increasing  pressure  for  office  development  along  the  fringes  of  the  C-3-0 
District,  including  Kearny  St.  which  forms  the  western  boundary  of  the  C-3-0 
District. 

Wind 

Northwesterly  and  westerly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  the  strongest  winds 
at  all  seasons  in  San  Francisco.    (In  meteorology,  a  northwest  wind  blows  from 
the  northwest.)    Wind  frequencies  and  speeds  are  highest  in  the  summer. 
Northwest  winds  occur  from  12%  to  39%  of  the  time,  exceeding  13  miles  per  hour 
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(mph)  35%  of  the  time  and  25  mph  3%  of  the  time.    West  winds  occur  from  15%  to 
40%  of  the  time,  exceeding  13  mph  29%  of  the  time  and  25  mph  7%  of  the  time. 

Wind  tunnel  tests  of  localized  wind  speeds  and  directions  at  the  project  site 
and  vicinity  were  conducted  under  conditions  of  northwest  and  west  winds. /I/ 
The  study  included  tests  of  existing  conditions  and  conditions  with  the 
proposed  project.    Wind  speeds  are  described  according  to  the  following 
scale:    low;  moderately  low;  moderate;  moderately  high;  high;  and  very  high./2/ 

Under  existing  site  conditions,  wind  speeds  during  northwest  winds  range  from 
moderate  to  high,  with  the  highest  wind  speed  ratios  along  Kearny  St.  north  of 
Post  St.,  Post  St.  south  of  the  site,  and  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
Kearny/Geary/Market  Sts.  intersection.    West  wind  speeds  range  from  low  to 
moderately  high,  with  highest  wind-speed  ratios  occurring  east  of  the  site 
along  Post  St. 

NOTES  -  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Aspects 

/I/  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation,  May  1981,  Microclimate  Impact 
Study  for  the  Proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  Building  (see  Appendix  B, 
p.  351  for  the  complete  text  of  this  study). 

HI  These  ranges  do  not  describe  actual  wind  speeds,  but  percentages  of  the 
calibration  wind  speed.    The  calibration  wind  speed  is  the  actual  wind  speed 
at  the  Downtown  San  Francisco  Weather  Station  at  50  Fulton  St.  The 
percentages  of  the  calibration  wind  speeds  which  correspond  to  the  ranges  are 
shown  in  the  microclimate  study  contained  in  Appendix  B. 

C .    CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

The  first  known  development  on  the  project  block  occurred  between  1851  and 
1859,  as  the  center  of  the  new  City  extended  southward  toward  Market  St.  The 
development  consisted  of  small  buildings  fronting  on  Kearny  and  Market  Sts. 
Post  St.  was  still  undeveloped  in  1857.    In  1851,  when  the  Mission  plank  road 
was  built  to  connect  the  City  with  Mission  Dolores,  the  toll  gate  was  placed 
at  the  intersection  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  where  a  cut  in  a  60-ft.  sand  hill 
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had  been  made.    The  road  extended  south  on  Kearny  St.,  cutting  through  an 
80-ft.-high  sand  hill  at  Market  and  Third  Sts.,  and  proceeded  south  on 
Third  St.  to  Mission  St.  where  it  turned  westward. 

#  The  block  was  fully  developed  by  the  turn  of  the  century.    All  buildings  on 
the  site  were  destroyed  by  the  Great  Fire  of  1906,  and  all  buildings  in  the 
block  were  similarly  destroyed,  except  the  Chronicle  Building  (690  Market  St.) 
at  Market  and  Kearny  Sts.  which  is  now  occupied  by  American  Savings  and  Loan. 
Designed  by  Burnham  and  Root  of  Chicago  in  1889,  it  withstood  the  earthquake 
and  was  rebuilt  and  expanded  after  the  fire.    The  American  Savings  and  Loan 
Building  is  a  1962  remodel  of  the  1889  Chronicle  Building,  designed  by  the 
Chicago  architectural  firm  of  Burnham  and  Root.    It  withstood  the  1906 
earthquake  and  was  rebuilt  and  expanded  twice  by  Willis  Polk.    If  restored  to 
its  original  appearance,  the  building  would  receive  an  "A"  rating  in  the 
Heritage  survey. /I/    It  is  not  known  whether  restoration  would  be  possible  or 
the  extent  of  required  restoration.    Of  these  all  remain  except  the  Crocker 
Building,  designed  by  A.  Page  Brown,  on  the  corner  of  Market  and  Post  Sts. 
This  building  was  replaced  in  1969  by  the  Aetna  Building  and  Crocker  Plaza. 
The  Mechanics'  Institute,  bordering  the  project  site  on  the  east,  was  designed 
by  Albert  Pissis  in  1909  to  replace  the  Institute  building  on  the  site  that 
was  destroyed  in  1906.    The  nine-story  building  with  its  two-story  library  is 
a  designated  City  Landmark  (No.  134)  under  the  provisions  of  Section  1004  of 
the  City  Planning  Code. 

#  On  the  project  site  two  of  the  five  buildings  were  rated  in  the  Architectural 
Inventory  completed  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  1976.    The  two 
buildings  are  the  Maskey  Building  at  46  Kearny  St.  rated  "3"  in  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  Inventory  and  the  corner  building  at  60  Kearny  St.  rated  "1" 
by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  on  a  scale  of  1  -  5,  with  "1"  as  the 
lowest  rating  and  "5"  as  the  highest  rating  (see  Figure  10  and  10a, 

pp.  28-30a).    These  buildings  were  also  given  a  "B"  rating  by  the  Foundation 
for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  in  its  1979  survey.    These  two 
buildings  are  also  listed  as  "architectural  or  historically  significant 
buildings  in  the  Downtown"  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600, 
"meriting  special  concern  for  preservation  in  part  or  in  whole",  and  requiring 
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special  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.    The  Maskey  Building,  a 
steel-framed  building  clad  in  white  glazed  terra  cotta,  was  recommended  for 
designation  as  a  landmark  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.  The 
recommendation  was  subsequently  rejected  by  the  Planning  Commission  and,  on 
appeal,  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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Sutter's  Mill 
?.0  Kearny  St. 
(foreground) 

k 

690  Market  St. 
(rear  facade) 
and  625  Market 
St.   (upper  level) 

FIGURE  10  (continued):  Existing  View  of  the  Project 

Site  -  from  Union  Square 
down  Maiden  Lane 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates j  Inc. 
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The  other  three  buildings  on  the  site  are  not  mentioned  in  any  of  the  building 
surveys.    A  description  of  the  surveys  and  a  more  complete  description  of  the 
rated  buildings  on  the  block  is  contained  in  Appendix  C,  p.  365  and  the 
locations  of  cited  buildings  on  the  site  and  in  the  vicinity  are  shown  in 
Figure  11,  p.  32. 

#  The  project  site  is  within  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  proposed 
Retail-Shopping  District.    The  "B"  rated  building  at  660  Market  has  been  added 
to  this  district  since  publication  of  Splendid  Survivors.    All  "A"  and  "B" 
rated  buildings  are  considered  eligible,  on  an  individual  basis,  for 
nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.    Inclusion  in  a 
National  Historic  District  would  afford  a  degree  of  protection  from  demolition 
in  the  event  of  a  federally  licensed  or  funded  project  and  would  provide 
eligibility  for  a  variety  of  grants  and  for  tax  relief  under  the  Economic 
Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981. 

#  Removal  of  the  Bullock  and  Jones  and  Maskey  Building  from  the  project  site 
mighr  preclude  eligibility  of  buildings  on  the  project  block  (the  Mechanic's 
Institute,  the  Chronicle  Building  and  the  660  Market  St.  Building)  for 
inclusion  in  the  proposed  Retail-Shopping  Historic  District.    Since  this 
district  is  considered  the  most  important  of  the  conservation  districts 
identified  in  Splendid  Survivors,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  removal  of  the  two 
rated  buildings  on  a  site  just  inside  the  proposed  boundaries  would  preclude 
the  eligibility  of  the  entire  district. 

#  a  pamphlet  entitled  "How  to  Establish  Boundaries  for  National  Register 
Properties"  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor,  and  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference. 

#  A  site  analysis  report  was  prepared  for  the  project  by  Charles  Hall  Page  & 
Associates,  Inc.  (January  1982).    The  report  focuses  on  the  Maskey  Building 
and  describes  the  design  and  architectural  merit;  analyzes  the  architectural 
context;  and  evaluates  four  alternatives  which  would  retain  portions  of  the 
structure  or  design  elements  of  the  Maskey  Building.    The  report  is  on  file 
and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 

450  McAllister,  5th  Floor. 
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#  Resolution  9240,  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  November  19,  1981 
declares  that  "until  permanent  controls  are  in  effect  for  development  inthe 
downtown,  the  City  Planning  Commission  will  discourage  the  demolition  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings,  and  by  doing  so,  will  acknowledge  the 
Director  of  Planning' s  intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that  propose  to 
demolish  architecturally  significant  buildings. 

#  NOTE  -  Cultural  and  Historic  Aspects 

/I/  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  prepared  for  the  Foundation  for  / 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  1979,  Splendid  Survivors,  p.  84.  I 

j 

D.    EMPLOWIENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 


LOCAL  AND  REGIONAL  COMMERCIAL  SPACE  AND  EMPLOYMENT 

San  Francisco  is  the  major  office  center  in  the  Bay  Area  with  approximately 
57  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space. /I/    During  the  1970s,  space  in 
downtown  buildings  was  added  at  a  rate  of  about  1.6  million  sq.  ft.  per  year. 
Office  buildings  (of  at  least  10  stories)  with  a  total  space  of  approximately 
27.1  million  sq.  ft.  were  constructed  between  1960  and  1980  (see  Appendix  D, 
Employment  and  Housing  Factors,  Table  D-1 ,  p.  369).    An  additional  8.7  million 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space  would  be  added  if  the  buildings  approved  or  under 
construction  were  completed. /I/ 

The  largest  employment  growth  in  the  Bay  Area  from  1970  to  1978  occurred  in 
the  office  sector,  with  over  60%  of  the  regional  increase  in  total  work 
force.    A  total  of  1.2  million  people  in  1978  held  office  jobs  in  the 
Bay  Area,  with  nearly  70%  employed  by  firms  serving  the  local  population. 
Over  55%  of  the  280,000  office  workers  employed  in  San  Francisco  worked  for 
employers  such  as  national  or  regional  headquarters  which  serve  a  wider 
geographical  area./2/ 

In  early  1981,  annual  rents  in  the  newer  downtown  office  buildings  ranged  from 
about  $24  to  $35  per  sq.  ft.    Office  space  in  the  buildings  that  will  go  on 
the  market  in  1983  is  expected  to  command  rents  of  between  $35  and  $50  per 
sq.  ft./3/    San  Francisco  downtown  office  vacancy  remains  one  of  the  lowest  in 
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Year  Built 

BuH  ding 

DCP  Inventory 
Rating  * 

Heritage 
Survey  Rating  * 

1. 

1907 

60  Ke«rny  St.  (on  site) 

NR 

B 

2. 

1908 

Ptaskey  Building  (on  site) 

3-D7-3 

B 

3. 

1909 

Mechanic 's  Institute 

3-D1-3 

A 

4. 

1924 

660  Market  St. 

NR 

B 

5. 

1969 

Aetna  Building 

4-F2-4 

NR 

6. 

1908 

Crocker  Bank 

3-D4-4 

A 

7. 

1926 

Munter-Dulln  Building 

4-04-5 

A 

8. 

1908 

200  Kearny  St. 

3-F1-3 

A 

9. 

1907 

Central  Realty  Building 

1-F1-2 

B 

10. 

1917 

Halladie  Building** 

5-F8-5 

A 

11. 

1902-1907 

French  Bank  Building 

3-07-4 

A 

12. 

1910 

California  Pacific  Building 

1-D7-2 

B 

13. 

1909 

Hearst  Building 

2-D1-3 

B 

14. 

190( 

Monadnock  Building 

2-D7-3 

8 

15. 

1909 

Palace  Hotel 

NR 

A 

(Garden  Court  a  City  Lan*iark) 

16. 

1907 

625  Market  St. 

NR 

B 

17. 

1917 

605  Market  St. 

1-D7-1 

B 

18. 

1913 

Hoffman's  Grill 

NR 

B 

19. 

1902-1906 

Citizens  Savings 

5-E3-5 

A 

20. 

1909 

Baldwin  Buiding 

3-07-4 

B 

21. 

1907 

Brooks  Camera  Building 

2-D3-2 

B 

22. 

1908 

Roul 1 ier  Building 

2-D3-2 

B 

23. 

1909 

Dubbs  Building 

1-D7-1 

B 

24. 

1907 

Sherman-Clay  Building 

1-D3-2 

B 

FIGURE  11:  Architecturally  Significant 
Buildings  on  the  Site 
and  in  the  Vicinity 


•See  Appendi «  C  for  a  discussion  of  surveys  and  ratings 
**Li$ted  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 


SOURCE:    Environmental  Soienoe 
Associates,  Inc. 
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the  nation  at  0.1%. /4/    Low  vacancy  rates  coupled  with  rapidly  growing  rents 
suggest  that  the  supply  of  new  office  space  in  San  Francisco  has  not  kept  pace 
with  demand. 

The  apparent  shortage  of  office  space  in  San  Francisco  is  one  factor  that  has 
influenced  some  potential  users  of  San  Francisco  office  space  to  locate 
elsewhere.    While  the  City  houses  60%  of  the  region's  office  space,  56%  of  new 
construction,  based  on  building  permit  value,  took  place  outside  the  City  from 
1972-1979. /3/    Less  expensive  space  in  outlying  areas  attracts  companies  that 
do  not  need  a  downtown  San  Francisco  location  or  can  shift  their  clerical 
functions  out  of  the  City.    For  example,  approximately  nine  million  sq.  ft.  of 
new  office  space  is  under  construction  or  planned  in  the  next  ten  years  in 
major  projects  in  San  Mateo  County.    Office  space  construction  in  Contra  Costa 
County  is  averaging  one  million  square  feet  a  year.    Rents  for  new  office 
space  in  both  of  these  counties  average  from  $15  to  $18  per  sq.  ft./4/ 

Employment  and  Tenant  Mix  at  the  Project  Site 

#  Presently  business  establishments  at  the  project  site  provide  employment  for 
about  235  persons.    The  majority,  73%,  are  employed  by  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association.    Other  tenants  include  four  retail/restaurant 
businesses  employing  34  persons,  nine  offices  employing  19  persons,  and  three 
civic  organizations  employing  nine  persons,  for  a  total  of  62  non-San 
Francisco  Federal  employees  at  the  project  site. 

HOUSING 

A  description  of  regional  and  San  Francisco  housing  characteristics  is 
included  in  EE. 80. 268,  Five  Fremont  Center,  Final  EIR,  certified  March  12, 
1981,  pp.  37-49.    This  report  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor,  and  is  hereby  incorporated  by 
reference  into  this  EIR  as  provided  for  in  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA)  guidelines,  California  Administrative  Code,  Title  14, 
Section  15140.    Information  on  the  housing  stock  includes  amount,  growth 
factors,  vacancy  rates,  and  purchase  and  rental  costs.    Both  regional  and 
San  Francisco  housing  stock  are  characterized  by  low  growth,  low  vacancy  rates 
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and  high  purchase  and  rental  costs  in  relation  to  typical  wages  paid.  These 
factors  combined  have  tended  to  constrict  the  supply  and  affordabil i ty  of 
housing  in  San  Francisco. 

FISCAL  FACTORS 

Revenues  to  City 

The  site  consists  of  five  parcels  in  Assessor's  Block  311.    At  the  1981-82 
property  tax  rate  of  $1.19  per  $100  assessed  valuation,  the  property  yielded 
about  $38,060  in  property  tax  revenues,  distributed  as  shown  in  Table  2. 


TABLE  2:    DISTRIBUTION  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  REVENUES  FROM  PROJECT  SITE  IN  1981-82 


Agency  Revenues* 

City  and  County  of  S.F.  $30,210 

S.F.  Unified  School  District  4,560 

S.F.  Community  College  District  790 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 

District  70 

BART  2,430 

TOTAL  $38,060 


*  Based  on  assessed  valuation  of  $3,198,473  and  the  1981-82  composite  tax  rate 
of  $1.19  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  (assessed  valuation  equals  the  market 
value). 

SOURCE:    Tax  Collector,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Average  annual  earnings  of  employees  at  the  site  are  estimated  at  $15,715.75/ 
Payroll  tax  is  paid  on  the  earnings  of  about  170  employees  at  the  site.    At  a 
rate  of  1.5%  of  total  earnings,  annual  payroll  tax  revenues  total  about 
$40,000.76/ 
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the  average  office  worker  in  downtown  San  Francisco  is  estimated  to  make 
taxable  expenditures  of  $1,070  annually  in  the  central  business  district. 
Sales  tax  revenues  allocated  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  1.25% 
of  taxable  sales.    Therefore,  the  sales  tax  revenues  generated  by  existing 
employee  expenditures  are  about  $2,900  a  year./7/    The  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  also  derives  about  $14,300  in  sales  tax  revenues  from  retail  sales 
at  the  project  site./8/ 

Retail  sales  and  employee  expenditure  sale  tax  revenues  generated  by  the  1/2% 
BART  sales  tax  are  about  $6,900  a  year./9/    Of  that  amount,  BART  receives 
$5,175  directly,  and  the  remaining  $1,725  is  distributed  by  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  among  BART,  Muni,  and  AC  Transit. 

San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  pays  a  gross  receipts  tax  on  their  rental  income 
from  the  existing  buildings  on  the  site.    Total  annual  rental  income  is  about 
$117,000.    At  a  tax  rate  of  0.3%  (Ordinance  245-68,  Section  4.06),  gross 
receipts  tax  revenue  from  the  existing  buildings  are  about  $350. 

Total  general  fund  revenues  from  the  non-BART  sales  tax,  payroll  tax,  gross 
receipts  tax,  and  non-bond  property  tax,  to  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  will  total  about  $81,310  from  the  site  in  1981.    These  revenues 
are  paid  into  the  City's  General  Fund. 

Costs  to  City 

The  City  incurs  costs  in  servicing  the  existing  buildings.    Police,  fire,  and 
general  government  expenditures  are  supported  primarily  by  the  General  Fund. 
Most  street  maintenance,  street  improvement,  and  traffic  control  costs  are 
supported  by  other  revenue  sources  such  as  fees,  fines,  and  federal  and  state 
aid.    Cutbacks  in  Federal  and  State  aid  may  require  the  City  to  allocate 
General  Fund  revenues  to  maintain  historic  service  levels. 

NOTES  -  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

/I/  Department  of  City  Planning,  November  1,  1981  Statistical  Update  on 
Citywide  Office  Development. 
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HI  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  and  Bay  Area  Council  December, 
1979,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Economic  Profile. 


/3/  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  April,  1981,  Bay  Area  Office 
Growth,  Working  Papers  on  the  Region's  Economy,  Number  One. 

/4/  Coldwell  Banker,  Office  Vacancy  Index  of  the  United  States,  June  30,  1981. 

/5/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  letter  communication,  December  18,  1980. 

/6/  San  Francisco  Payroll  Expense  Ordinance  No.  275-70. 

II I  Taxable  expenditures  within  the  central  business  district  per  office 
worker  were  $715  per  year  in  1974  (SPUR,  p.  262).    Between  1974  and  1981, 
average  weekly  earnings  of  finance,  insurance,  real  estate  and  service  workers 
rose  nationally  around  50%.    Thus,  sales  tax  revenue  from  employee 
expenditures  is  calculated  as  follows: 

1.50  X  $715  =  $1,072;       $1,072  x  0.0125  x  216  employees  =  $2,894. 

78/  $1,144,456  in  annual  retail  sales  x  1.25%  =  $14,306. 

/9/  216  employees  x  $1,072  taxable  sales  per  employee  x  0.005  =  $1,158 
plus  $1,144,456  gross  sales  x  0.005  =  $5,722. 


E.    DOWNTOWN  FIRE  PROTECTION  SERVICES/1/ 

In  recent  years,  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  experienced  reduction 
in  personnel  due  to  budgetary  cutbacks.    Daily  staffing  has  decreased  by 
nearly  100  persons  in  the  last  six  years,  from  about  410  in  1975  to 
315  present.    There  are  fewer  companies  and  on  the  average,  fewer  firefighters 
per  company. 

Although  it  would  appear  that  this  reduction  in  staffing  would  result  in  more 
fires  and  an  increase  in  multiple-alarm  fires.  Fire  Department  statistical 
records  indicate  otherwise. 

While  there  is  a  greater  number  of  emergency  calls  today  than  there  were  ten 
years  ago  (39,199  in  1980  as  compared  to  30,727  in  1970)  there  were  26%  fewer 
building  fires  in  the  same  period.    In  addition,  greater  alarms  have  been 
reduced  by  35%  in  the  same  time  period  (see  Tables  3  and  4,  p.  37). 
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TABLE  3:    SAN  FRANCISCO  FIRE  INCIDENCE.  1970-1981 


Building  fires  Multiple-Alarms  Total  Alarms 
1980-81                         2816                               90  39,199 
1975-76                         3793                              146  34,416 
1970-71                         3830                             139  30,727 


SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Fire  Department 


TABLE  4:    SAN  FRANCISCO  FIRE  INCIDENCE,  1960-1981 


YEAR 
(FISCAL 

1980-81 

1979-80 

1975-76 

1970-71 

1965-66 

1960-61 

TOTAL  ALARMS 

39,199 

39,496 

34,416 

30,727 

21,448 

14,870 

TOTAL  BUILDING  FIRES 

2,816 

2,898 

3,793 

3,830 

3,476 

3,364 

MULTIPLE  ALARM 
BUILDING  FIRES: 
SECOND  ALARMS 

59 

65 

107 

90 

107 

64 

THIRD  ALARMS 

19 

19 

29 

39 

32 

27 

FOURTH  ALARMS 

7 

7 

6 

9 

7 

6 

FIFTH  ALARMS 

5 

2 

4 

1 

3 

1 

TOTAL  MULTIPLE 
ALARMS 

90 

93 

146 

139 

149 

98 

FIRE  DEATHS 

28 

12 

47 

37 

28 

47 

SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Fire  Department  Annual  Reports 
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Fire  Department  statistics  by  Fire  District  within  the  City  are  only  available 
for  1977  to  1980  which  is  not  a  sufficient  period  of  time  within  which  to 
reliably  discern  trends.    There  is  no  indication  in  this  data  of  any 
difference  in  trend  in  the  downtown  area  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  City. 

New  high-rise  structures  in  San  Francisco  have  been  required  to  conform  with 
the  Life  Safety  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  since  1975. 
These  buildings  must  be  provided  with  automatic  fire  sprinklers  throughout,  as 
well  as  with  a  fire  alarm  system,  emergency  power,  and  special  elevator 
controls.    Although  the  probability  of  a  fire  occurring  in  a  new  high-rise 
building  is  about  the  same  as  that  for  any  pre-1975  building  of  similar  size 
and  occupancy,  the  chance  of  the  fire  spreading  is  reduced  by  the  automatic 
operation  of  the  fire  sprinkler(s ) .    In  the  majority  of  fires  involving  fully 
sprinklered  buildings,  a  single  sprinkler  is  adequate  to  control  the  fire 
because  the  sprinkler  extinguishes  flames  before  they  spread. 

The  Fire  Department  attributes  this  decrease  in  building  fires  and 
multiple-alarm  fires  to  increased  fire  prevention  inspections  by  fire 
suppression  units,  improved  abatement  procedures  for  code  violations  by  the 
Fire  and  Building  Departments,  greater  focus  on  public  safety  educational 
programs,  and  the  continuing  replacement  of  older,  more  hazardous  structures 
with  modern  construction  that  conforms  to  the  life  safety  provisions  of  the 
building  code. 

Approximately  450  highrise  buildings  in  San  Francisco  have  been  affected  by 
retroactive  state  highrise  regulations  which  have  resulted  in  upgrading  of 
their  fire  safety  for  the  occupants  as  well  as  for  the  firefighters  who  must 
enter  the  buildings  under  emergency  conditions. 

NOTE  -  Downtown  Fire  Protection  Service 

/I/  Information  contained  in  this  section  is  from  Bendix  Environmental 
Research,  Inc.,  Environmental  Consultants  and  Fire  Protection  Engineers, 
confirmed  by  Emmet  D.  Condon,  Deputy  Chief,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
September  24,  1981. 
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F.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 


STREET  AND  FREEWAY  SYSTEM 

Local  streets  serving  the  site  are  shown  in  Figure  2,  p.  11,  and  portions  of 
the  freeway  system  which  provide  regional  access  to  the  site  are  shown  in 
Figure  1,  p.  10.    Access  to  the  freeways  connecting  the  Downtown  with  the 
East  Bay,  San  Francisco  Airport  and  the  Peninsula  is  provided  by  pairs  of 
ramps  about  one-half  mile  to  the  south  (Fourth  St.  at  Harrison  St.),  and  about 
2,500  ft.  to  the  east  (Mission  St.,  at  Main  and  Beale  Sts.). 

The  site  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  designated  in  the 
Downtown  Transportation  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan. /I/    This  area  is  described  in  the  Plan  as 
"that  intensely  populated  area  which  functions  as  a  financial,  administrative, 
shopping  and  entertainment  center  where  priority  must  be  given  to  the 
efficient  and  pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors; 
where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  improve  pedestrian,  transit  and 
service  vehicle  access  and  circulation;  where  priority  for  the  use  of  limited 
street  and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for  these 
functions;  and  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact 
of  the  private  commuter  vehicle." 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Mission,  Montgomery,  Post,  Kearny,  Third, 
New  Montgomery  and  Market  Sts.  are  designated  transit  arterial  streets  in  the 
Downtown  Transportation  Plan.    In  January  or  February  1982,  the  existing 
"diamond  lane"  on  Post  St.  reserved  for  exclusive  transit  use  during  the  a.m. 
peak  period,  will  be  removed.    The  Department  of  Public  Works  will  install  a 
bus  bulb  for  passenger  waiting  and  loading  on  Post  St.,  east  of  the  project 
site,  extending  roughly  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  to  the  Aetna 
Building. /2/    Kearny  and  Montgomery  Sts.  are  designated  major  thoroughfares  in 
the  Thoroughfares  Plan./3/    Market,  Mission,  Kearny,  Post  and  Montgomery  Sts. 
are  designated  transit  streets  in  the  Mass  Transit  Plan. 

The  intersections  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.,  Market  and  Kearny/Third  Sts.,  and 
Market  and  Post/Montgomery  Sts.  are  controlled  by  traffic  signals.  The 
signals  operate  on  a  pretimed  basis  with  green  time  allocations  in  proportion 
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to  peak  and  off-peak  traffic  volumes.    The  signals  at  the  Post/Montgomery  St. 
intersection  operate  as  part  of  the  Montgomery  St.  pedestrian  scramble  system; 
at  this  intersection,  a  portion  of  the  green  time  is  used  only  for  pedestrian 
movements,  thus  reducing  the  green  time  available  for  vehicle  movements. 

Existing  traffic  volumes  on  streets  in  the  project  vicinity  indicate  that  the 
highest  volumes  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  are  on  the  streets  leading  to  the 
freeways.    A  capacity  analysis  of  the  intersections  adjoining  the  project 
indicates  that  the  intersections  of  Kearny  and  Post  Sts.,  and  Market  and 
Third/Kearny  Sts.  are  operating  during  the  peak  hour  at  vehicular  Level  of 
Service  B  or  better,  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E-1,  p.  375  for  definitions  and 
volume/ capacity  ratios  for  each  vehicular  Level  of  Service,  and  Table  5  for 
the  peak-hour  volume-to-capacity  ratios).    Few  drivers  require  more  than  one 
green  indication  to  cross  these  intersections.    The  intersection  of  Market  and 
Montgomery/Post  Sts.  and  the  two  intersections  at  the  freeway  ramps  serving 
the  project  vicinity  (the  intersections  of  Mission  and  Beale  Sts.,  and  Fourth 
and  Harrison  Sts.)  are  operating  at  Levels  of  Service  C  and  C/D. 


TABLE  5:    ESTIMATED  EXISTING  PEAK-HOUR  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  RATIO 
AT  INTERSECTIONS  IN  THE  VICINITY  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE 


Intersection  Ratio*  Level  of  Service** 
Kearny  and  Post                                  0.54  A 
Market  and  Third/Kearny                       0.62  B 
Market  and  Montgomery/ Post                   0.81  C/D 
Fourth  and  Harrison                             0.73  C 
Mission  and  Beale                               0.81  C/D 


*  VoTume/capaci ty,  where  capacity  is  at  Level  of  Service  E. 

**  See  Table  E-1,  p.  375  for  definitions  of  Levels  of  Service. 

Based  on  manual  intersection  counts  made  by  TJKM  on  November,  6,  16,  and  17, 

and  April  28  and  May  4,  1981. 

SOURCE:  TJKM 
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PARKING 

A  survey  analysis  of  existing  long-term  (greater  than  6  hours),  commercially 
available  off-street  parking  in  the  area  bounded  by  Harrison,  Third,  Folsom, 
Fourth,  Howard,  Fifth,  Market,  Powell,  Pine,  Stockton,  California,  Grant, 
Sacramento,  Kearny,  Clay,  Battery,  Sacramento,  Davis,  California,  Drunnm,  Main, 
Howard,  Beale,  Folsom  and  First  Sts.  was  conducted  (see  Figure  12,  p.  42). /4/ 
This  area  corresponds  to  a  maximum  walking  distance  of  2,000  ft.  from  the 
project  site.    In  this  area  there  is  a  total  of  approximately  15,620 
long-term,  commercially  available  off-street  spaces,  of  which  1,860  were 
vacant  on  a  daily  basis  at  the  time  the  survey  was  conducted.    This  is 
equivalent  to  an  average  occupancy  of  approximately  88%.    Approximately  97%  of 
the  vacant  spaces  are  over  500  ft.  away  from  the  project  site. 

On-street  parking  on  Post  St.  between  Kearny  and  Market  Sts.  consists  of  a.m. 
and  p.m.  peak  period  towaway  metered  spaces.    The  Kearny  St.  frontage  is 
towaway  between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.    Observations  conducted  during  daytime 
hours  indicates  almost  constant  use  of  the  metered  spaces  adjacent  to  the 
project  frontage./5/ 

PEDESTRIAN  MOVEMENTS 

The  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  serving  the  project  site  have  moderately  high 
levels  of  pedestrian  activity  during  the  noon  hour  and  the  morning  and  evening 
peak  periods  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E-2,  p.  376  for  a  description  of 
pedestrian  flow  regime  and  pedestrian  levels).    Appendix  E,  Table  E-3,  p.  376, 
shows  15-minute  peak  pedestrian  flows  and  operating  conditions  on  the 
sidewalks  fronting  the  project  site.    The  Post  St.  sidewalk  pedestrian  flows 
operate  in  impeded  conditions  during  the  noon  hour.    The  Kearny  St.  pedestrian 
flows  operate  in  impeded  conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak.    All  other 
conditions  analyzed  show  pedestrian  flows  operating  in  unimpeded  conditions. 

Pedestrian  activity  around  the  site  during  the  peak  periods  of  7:00  to 

9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  to  6:00  p.m.  is  directed  primarily  from  and  to  transit  and 

parking  facilities.    The  pedestrian  flows  during  the  p.m.  peak  are  generally 
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more  intense  than  those  in  the  a.m.  peak.    Noon-hour  flows  are  generally 
equivalent  to  or  more  intense  than  the  p.m.  peak  flows. 

Crosswalk  flows  across  Kearny  St.  operate  in  impeded  conditions  during  the 
p.m.  peak.    The  Post  St.  crosswalk  operates  in  unimpeded  conditions  during  the 
p.m.  peak. 

TRANSIT  SERVICE 

The  project  site  is  served  by  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  electric 
trolley  and  motor  coach  lines  providing  radial  service  to  and  from  the 
downtown  area  and  by  light-rail  vehicle  lines  from  the  Montgomery  Station  of 
the  Market  St.  subway.    Regional  service  is  provided  to  the  East  Bay  by  the 
Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART)  from  the  Montgomery  Station,  and  by 
A-C  Transit  motor  coaches  from  the  Transbay  Transit  Terminal  located  on 
Mission  St.  between  Frenont  and  First  Sts.    Main  routes  and  locations  of  Muni 
stops  and  subway  stations  in  the  project  vicinity  are  shown  in  Figure  13, 
p.  44. 

Service  to  the  Peninsula  is  provided  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Transportation 
Company  (SP)  from  a  train  terminal  at  Fourth  and  Townsend  Sts.,  and  by  the 
San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans)  which  has  bus  routes  and  stops 
along  various  streets  in  the  area,  primarily  on  Mission  St.  west  of  First  St., 
and  by  BART,  which  effects  transfers  to  SamTrans  routes  at  the  Daly  City 
Station. 

The  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  and  Transportation  District  (Golden  Gate 
Transit)  provides  peak-period  bus  service  to  Marin  and  Sonoma  counties  from 
stops  on  Pine  and  Sansome  Sts.,  four  blocks  northeast  of  the  site,  from  the 
Transbay  Transit  Terminal  and  from  stops  along  Howard  and  Folsom  Sts.  Golden 
Gate  Transit  provides  ferry  service  to  terminals  in  Larkspur  and  Sausalito 
from  the  Ferry  Building. 

Although  not  traditionally  considered  as  transit,  car  and  van  pooling  is 
becoming  a  substantial  form  of  paratransit.    Golden  Gate  Transit  operates  a 
van  pooling  program  to  North  Bay  areas  not  served  by  existing  motor  coach 


43 


Vermeh 

Kearny  Street 

08  'XOG  '    '  " 


Roben  Kirk  St 


Grant  Avenue 


2! 

S 


Stockton  Street 


44 


III.    Environmental  Setting 


routes.    The  RIDES  car  pooling  program,  operated  under  the  auspices  of  a 
nonprofit,  publicly  funded  corporation,  provides  consulting  and  matching 
services  to  help  establish  Bay  Area  van  and  car  pools.    Also,  independently 
owned  and  operated  jitneys  operate  on  Mission  St.  during  peak  hours. 


Muni,  SamTrans  and  BART  exceed  their  seated  capacities  during  peak  hours  but 
operate  at  less  than  100%  of  total  capacity.    Although  other  transit  agencies 
operate  at  less  than  seated  capacity  during  a  one-hour  period,  specific  routes 
experience  loadings  in  excess  of  seated  capacity  for  periods  from  5  to 
30  minutes  during  the  peak  hour.    In  the  experience  of  most  agencies,  the  p.m. 
peak  is  more  intense  than  the  a.m.  peak.    (See  Appendix  E,  Tables  E-4  and  E-5, 
pp.  377-378,  for  a  more  detailed  breakdown  of  transit  ridership 
characteristics,  and  for  list  of  persons  from  whom  Muni  and  regional  transit 
information  was  obtained.) 


NOTES  -  Transportation,  Circulation  and  Parking 

/I/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  5834,  April  27,  1972, 
Comprehensive  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  p.  25. 

Ill  Glenn  Erickson,  Transit  Preferential  Street  Coordinator,  Department  of 
City  Planning,  telephone  communication,  November  12,  1981. 

/3/  The  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (p.  40)  defines  major 
thoroughfares  as  "crosstown  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link 
districts  within  the  City  and  to  distribute  traffic  away  from  and  to  the 
freeways;  these  routes  are  generally  of  citywide  significance  and  of  varying 
capacity  depending  on  the  travel  demand  for  the  specific  direction  of  adjacent 
uses ." 

/4/  The  parking  inventory  survey  was  conducted  by  TJKM  on  November  5,  6,  7, 
10,  13,  and  17  1980  and  January  20-23  and  26,  1981.    The  study  was  conducted 
by  TJKM  after  the  start  of  excavation  for  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention 
Center  (August  10,  1978)  and  Crocker  Tower  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  and  the 
associated  loss  of  all  parking  spaces  in  the  Third-Fourth-Howard-Folsom  St. 
block  and  some  in  the  block  to  its  north,  and  the  loss  of  parking  in  the 
Montgomery-Post-Kearny-Sutter  St.  block. 

/5/  The  on-street  parking  study  was  conducted  by  TJKM  on  Wednesday, 
April  22,  1981. 
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G.    AIR  QUALITY 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  an  air  quality 
monitoring  station  approximately  2.5  miles  to  the  southeast  of  the  site.  A 
three-year  summary  of  the  data  collected  at  this  station  and  the  corresponding 
air  quality  standards  appear  in  Appendix  F,  Table  F-1  p.  383. 

San  Francisco's  air  quality,  in  general,  is  the  least  degraded  of  all  the 
developed  portions  of  the  Bay  Area.    The  prevailing  westerly  and  northwesterly 
winds  tend  to  carry  pollutants  from  the  City  toward  the  East  Bay  and  South 
Bay.    Annual  fluctuations  in  air  quality  are  due  to  a  combination  of 
meteorological  factors,  which  vary  unpredictably,  and  pollutant  emissions, 
which  have  been  decreasing  in  the  Bay  Area  and  are  expected  to  continue  to  do 
so  in  the  near  future.    Highest  annual  pollutant  concentrations  in 
San  Francisco,  while  exhibiting  alternating  fluctuations  due  to  meteorology, 
have  shown  an  overall  improvement  during  the  1970  -  1980  period.  However, 
annual  numbers  of  days  of  non-compliance  of  air  quality  standards,  while 
exhibiting  similar  fluctuations,  have  not  shown  any  clear  overall  trend  during 
the  same  period.    In  1980  six  days  of  non-compliance  of  the  particulate 
standard  occurred. /I/ 

The  entire  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  has  been  designated  by  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  as  a  non-attainment  area  for  ozone  (oxidant)  and  carbon 
monoxide,  and  San  Francisco  is  non-attainment  area  for  particulate  (i.e.,  the 
standards  for  these  pollutants  are  now  and  are  expected  to  continue  to  be 
exceeded).    A  regional  Air  Quality  Plan  was  recently  adopted,  establishing 
control  strategies  to  attain  and  maintain  these  standards  by  1982  or  1987. /2/ 

NOTE  -  Air  Quality 

/I/  California  Air  Resources  Board.  Technical  Services  Division.  Air  Quality 
Data,  for  the  years  1977-1980. 

in  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments.  BAAQMD,  and  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission,  January  1979,  1979  Bay  Area  AirQuality  Plan. 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Environmental  ManagemenfTTan.    TFTe  Federal  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  of  1977  mandate  that  the  ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  and 
particulate  standards  be  attained  by  1982,  although  a  five-year  extension  to 
1987  is  possible  in  the  case  of  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide. 
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H.  ENERGY 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  furnishes  electricity  and  natural  gas 
to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    Gas  distribution  mains  and 
underground  electric  facilities  serve  the  existing  structures  on  the  site. 
PG&E  currently  obtains  a  portion  of  its  electrical  energy  from  renewable 
resources  including  geothermal  and  hydroelectric  power,  but  plans  to  meet  new 
demands  for  energy  primarily  by  increasing  the  use  of  non-renewable  coal,  oil, 
natural  gas  and  nuclear  fuels.    Among  the  new  power  plants  which  are 
anticipated  by  PG&E  are  the  Diablo  Canyon  nuclear  power  plant  in  San  Luis 
Obispo  County,  the  proposed  Montezuma  coal-fired  power  plant  in  Solano  County 
and  the  Portrero  Unit  7  natural  gas  fired  generator  in  San  Francisco.  In 
response  to  a  directive  of  the  State  Public  Utilities  Commission,  PG&E  will 
also  be  required  to  increase  generating  capacity  from  co-generation  projects, 
which  generate  electricity  in  combination  with  industrial  processes  that 
already  use  fossil  fuels  as  a  source  of  heat.    PG&E  also  anticipates  the 
construction  of  additional  geothermal  plants  and  increased  purchases  of 
electricity  from  other  utilities;  this  power  would  come  primarily  from 
hydroelectric  and  nuclear  power  plants  in  the  state  of  Washington. 

Existing  annual  energy  consumption  of  the  five  buildings  on  the  project  site 
is  approximately  1.6  million  kilowatt-hours  (KWH)  of  electricity,  0.1  million 
cubic  feet  (cu.  ft.)  of  natural  gas,  and  1,000  pounds  of  steam  from  the  PG&E 
Steam  District  Heating  System,  for  a  total  of  16.1  billion  Btu-at 
source/yr./l/    These  figures  are  based  on  actual  consumption  figures  during 
1980  for  all  buildings  on  the  site,  except  for  the  Sutter's  Mill  restaurant 
for  which  records  were  not  avail  able. /2/    There  are  no  operating  solar 
collectors  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity. 

NOTES  -  Energy 

/I/  Btu,  British  thermal  unit,  is  a  unit  for  measuring  energy.  Technically, 
it  is  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  1  pound  of 
water  1  degree  F  at  sea  level.    The  term  'at-source'  means  that  ajustments 
have  been  made  in  the  calculation  of  the  Btu  energy  equivalent  to  account  for 
losses  in  energy  which  occur  during  generation  and  transmission  of  the  various 
forms  of  energy  as  specified  in:    ERCDC,  1977,  E ner gy  C on serv at i on  Design 
Manual  for  New  Nonresidential  Buildings,  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and 
DevelopmentTbmmission,  Sacramento,  CA;  and  Apostolos,  J. A.,  W.R.  Shoemaker, 
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and  E.C.  Shirley,  1978,  Energy  and  Transportation,  Sacramento,  CA 
(Project  20-7,  Task  8). 

Ill  Based  on  monthly  1980  PG&E  bills  for  buildings  on  the  project  site  located 
at  46  Kearny  St.,  54  Kearny  St.,  60  Kearny  St.,  and  79  Post  St. 
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IV.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

The  project  would  be  responsive  to  the  objective  stated  in  Section  210.3  of 
the  City  Planning  Code  that  the  C-3-0,  Downtown  Office  District  play  a  leading 
national  role  in  finance,  corporate  headquarters  and  service  industries,  and 
serve  as  an  employment  center  for  the  region.    The  Code  further  states  that 
unrelated  uses  are  excluded  in  order  to  conserve  the  supply  of  land  in  the 
core  and  its  expansion  areas  for  further  development  of  major  office  buildings. 

#  The  proposed  project  would  continue  use  of  the  site  as  headquarters  for 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  (S&L),  which  would  address  Objective  6 
of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  to  "maintain 
and  improve  San  Francisco's  position  as  a  prime  location  for  financial, 
administrative,  corporate,  and  professional  activity",  and  Policy  4  of 
Objective  6  to  "maintain  a  compact  downtown  core". 

#  Proposed  office  uses  would  be  similar  to  uses  currently  occupying  the  site  and 
to  uses  facing  the  site  on  the  north,  east,  and  south  sides.    The  amount  of 
retail  space  provided  at  the  site  would  be  reduced;  the  number  of  retail 
establishments  could  be  reduced  from  the  present  four  to  as  few  as  one, 
depending  on  the  number  of  tenants  that  would  occupy  the  proposed 

1,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space.    Present  ground-level  retail  includes  a 
restaurant.  The  Club  House;  a  restaurant/bar,  Sutter's  Mill;  a  clothing  store. 
The  Tie  Rack;  and  the  Discount  Camera  Store.    The  effect  of  this  change  on  the 
number  and  diversity  of  small-scale  retail  uses  in  the  general  area  would  be 
reduced  by  the  construction  of  the  three-level  retail  galleria  in  the  Crocker 
project  (EE78.298)  across  from  the  project  site  on  Post  St.    The  character, 
number  and  diversity  of  the  new  retail/restaurant  space  on  the  site  is  likely 
to  be  different  from  that  of  the  establishments  currently  occupying  the  site. 

The  proposed  building  height  of  230  ft.  would  be  270  ft.  lower  than  the 
maximum  permitted  height  of  500  ft.;  the  building  length  of  162  ft.  would  be 
8  ft.  less  than  the  maximum  permitted  length  of  170  ft.,  and  the  maximum 
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diagonal  dimension  of  190  ft.  would  be  10  ft.  less  than  the  maximum  permitted 
diagonal  dimension  of  200  ft. 

The  basic  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of  14:1  would  allow  development  of  about 
199,440  gross  sq.  ft.  of  building  area  on  the  proposed  building  site.  The 
project  building  area  of  about  199,100  gross  sq.  ft.  is  about  340  ft.  less 
than  the  permitted  FAR.    The  project  would  comply  with  the  basic  use,  height, 
and  bulk  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    Discretionary  review  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  would  be  required  by  Resolution  8474,  requiring 
review  of  all  projects  in  the  Downtown. 

The  project  would  provide  about  23  long-term  parking  spaces  for  employees  of 
San  Francisco  Federal  S&L.    This  provision  would  not  be  responsive  to 
Objective  1,  Policy  4  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  plan  which  "discourages 
long-term  parking  spaces  in  and  around  downtown". 

♦  Cumulative  office  development  under  construction  and  proposed  along  the 
western  border  of  the  C-3-0  District,  (see  Figure  2  on  p.  11)  would  contribute 
to  increased  pressure  for  development  on  the  fringes  of  the  C-3-0  District. 
(See  discussion  of  cumulative  office  demand  on  pp.  63-64).  Low-intensity 
retail  uses  along  Kearny  St.  would  be  displaced  or  would  be  expected  to 
convert  to  higher  intensity  uses. 

B.    URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

#  The  height  and  scale  of  the  project  would  relate  visually  to  the  two  buildings 
adjoining  it.    The  roof  of  the  main  structure,  at  the  top  of  the  16th  floor, 
would  be  approximately  the  same  height  as  the  Kearny  St.  frontage  of  the 
American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  at  690  Market  St.  adjoining  the  site  on  the 
southern  boundary  (see  Figure  5,  p.  15).    The  continuous  11th  floor  balcony 
terrace,  extending  across  the  Kearny  and  Post  St.  facades,  would  continue  the 
roof  line  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  adjoining  the  site  to  the  east  (see 
Figure  4,  p.  14).    A  first-floor  belt  course  would  be  included  in  the  building 
design  to  visually  link  the  lower  cornice  line  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  and 
American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  to  the  new  structure.    The  enclosed 
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entrance  to  the  loading  ramp  would  be  located  on  Post  St.,  next  to  the 
Mechanic's  Institute.    The  urban  desing  impact  of  the  loading  ramp  on  the 
architectural  integrity  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  would  depend  on  the  design 
and  the  frequency  of  use  of  the  loading  ramp  entrance  and  door. 

The  16-story  building  would  be  higher  than  existing  buildings  on  the  site, 
ranging  from  three  to  seven  stories,  but  would  be  transitional  in  height 
between  the  40-story  Crocker  Tower  and  the  38-story  Aetna  Building  to  the 
north  and  east,  respectively,  and  the  lower  buildings  to  the  west,  ranging 
from  three  to  44  stories  in  height. 
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#  The  clear  glass  windows  and  light-colored  cladding  of  the  building  would 
contrast  with  the  darker  Aetna  Buildings  and  Crocker  Towers,  and  would  relate 
more  to  the  light-colored  exteriors  of  older  buildings  to  the  west  than  to. the 
Aetna  Building  and  Crocker  Tower. 

#  The  project  could  reduce  visual  interest  to  pedestrians  by  replacing  five, 
older  buildings  of  different  designs  and  exterior  treatments  with  a  single  new 
building  of  greater  regularity. 

The  proposed  project  would  reduce  short-range,  north-facing  views  of  the 
skyline  from  Market  St.    Long-range  views  to  Nob  Hill  and  Telegraph  Hill  would 
be  obstructed  by  the  40-story  Crocker  Tower.    Existing  east-facing  views 
toward  the  Ferry  Building  and  the  Bay  from  the  7th-  through  15th-floor  windows 
of  the  15-story  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  would  be  reduced;  the 
portion  of  the  project  adjacent  to  the  upper  floors  of  the  American  Savings 
Building  would  be  stepped  back,  landscaped  and  reduced  in  height.    The  project 
would  eliminate  west-facing  views  from  the  upper  two  floors  of  the  nine-story 
Mechanics'  Institute.    Short-range  views  to  the  south  from  the  upper  levels  of 
buildings  opposite  the  site  on  Kearny  St.,  now  impaired  by  the  38-story  Aetna 
Building,  would  be  further  reduced  by  the  project. 

Short-range  views  to  the  site  from  Union  Square  down  Maiden  Lane  to  Kearny  St. 
would  be  altered  by  the  proposed  entrance  alcove  on  Kearny  St.  that  would  be 
landscaped  and  stepped  back  at  the  uppr  levels.    Opposite  Maiden  Lane,  the 
building  would  be  stepped  back  from  the  11th  to  the  14th  floors  with  planted 
terraces  on  each  step  back  level.    The  top  three  floors  of  the  building 
(14-16)  would  not  extend  over  this  area  (see  Figure  14,  p.  52),    This  element 
of  the  building  would  replace  the  three-story  restaurant/bar,  Sutter's  Mill, 
which  presently  marks  the  visual  termination  of  Maiden  Lane  and  would  block 
from  view  the  rear  walls  of  the  660  Market  St.  building  (see  Figure  10, 
p.  30),  and  the  sign  scaffolding  on  top  of  625  Market  St.  - 
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Aetna  Building      i  1    PROPOSED  PROJECT 

i    American  Savings  and  Loan  Building 

FIGURE  14:   View  of  Project  from  Union  Square  down  Maiden  Lane 
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A  design  feature  such  as  a  commissioned  work  of  art  would  be  incorporated  into 
the  Kearny  St.  public  entrance  alcove,  providing  pedestrian  interest  and  scale 
when  viewed  from  Maiden  Lane  and  from  Kearny  St.    Incorporation  of  art  in  or 
near  new  buildings  is  a  proposed  development  requirement  contained  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  May  1981,  Guiding  Downtown  Development;  this 
document  proposes  general  design  guidelines  and  controls  for  new  development 
in  the  downtown  C-3  Planning  Code  Use  Districts. 

#The  entrance  alcove  and  street-level  portion  of  the  building  would  be  designed 
with  a  finish  and  detail  that  would  provide  visual  interest  at  the  pedestrian 
level.    Replacing  the  architectural  variety  and  detail  of  the  five  buildings 
that  occupy  the  site  with  a  single  building  would  change  the  existing  visual 
interest  of  the  project  site  at  the  pedestrian  level.    The  Kearny  St.  entrance 
to  the  building  would  be  facing  Maiden  Lane,  and  give  emphasis  to  its  position 
as  the  axial  termination  of  the  east  end  of  Maiden  Lane.    Another  lobby 
entrance  would  be  located  on  Post  St.  and  would  connect  with  the  Kearny  St. 
entrance,  providing  a  mid-block  corridor  with  a  pedestrian  scale  and  visual 
amenities  not  yet  designed  in  detail.    In  the  event  that  a  pedestrian 
connection  to  Crocker  Plaza  becomes  possible  in  the  future  from  the  adjoining 
660  Market  St.  Building,  a  wall  of  the  lobby  could  be  opened  to  provide  for  a 
through-block  connection. 

The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  states  City 
objectives  and  policies  pertaining  to  urban  design.    The  relationships  between 
these  policies  and  the  design  of  the  proposed  project  are  summarized  in 
Table  6. 

Shadow  Effects 

Light  and  shadow  patterns  on  streets,  sidewalks,  and  plazas  in  the  project 
vicinity  are  cast  predominantly  by  the  nearby  Aetna  Building  and  Crocker 
Tower,  which  is  presently  under  construction  across  Post  St.    Portions  of 
Post,  Sutter,  Montgomery  and  Kearny  Sts.  are  or  will  be  shaded  by  these 
structures  throughout  the  day  at  all  seasons  of  the  year.    In  addition 
portions  of  the  proposed  One  Montgomery  St.  rooftop  plaza  (to  be  constructed 
on  top  of  the  Crocker  banking  hall  at  One  Montgomery  St.)  and  three-level  Lick 
Place  Galleria  (presently  under  construction)  would  be  shaded  by  the  Aetna 
Building  and  Crocker  Tower  throughout  the  afternoon  year  round. 
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TABLE  6:    RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  APPLICABLE  URBAN  DESIGN  POLICIES  OF  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN*  AND  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
(Continued) 


8.  Policy  6.    "Relate  the  bulk  of 
buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale 
of  development  to  avoid  an 
overwhelming  or  dominating 
appearance  in  new  construction." 
(p. 36) 


D.  Policies  for 
En'v  ironmen't" 

9.  Policy  13.    Improve  pedestrian 
areas  by  providing  human  scale  and 
interest,  (p. 57) 


As  indicated  in  2  and  4  above,  the 
proposed  building  would  be  in  scale 
with  other  adjoining  buildings  on  the 
project  block  and  would  serve  as  a 
transition  between  the  nearby  500-foot 
buildings  in  the  Financial  District 
and  the  generally  lower  buildings  in 
the  Union  Square  Retail  District  to 
the  west. 


The  building  facade  would  be 
continuous  along  the  Kearny  and  Post 
St.  frontages,  punctuated  by  treatment 
on  the  axis  of  Maiden  Lane  which  would 
include  a  two-story,  30-ft.-high 
entrance  alcove  and  setbacks  at  the 
11th  through  14th  floors.    The  finish 
and  detail  of  the  pedestrian  level  of 
the  building  and  of  the  entrance 
alcove  would  provide  visual  interest 
at  the  pedestrian  level  and  would 
resemble  the  treatment  of  the  facade 
of  older  buildings  in  the  vicinity. 


Neighborhood 


*  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1971,  Comprehenjvve  PI  an.  Urban  Design 
Element.    Page  references  are  shown  in  parenthes'es'. 
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The  project,  in  replacing  low-rise  structures  on  the  site,  would  create  more 
extensive  shadow  patterns  than  exist  at  present.    The  proposed  structure  would 
cast  shadows  on  nearby  streets,  buildings,  and  open  spaces,  varying  with  time 
of  day  and  season  of  the  year.    During  morning  hours,  the  structure  would  cast 
shadows  to  the  northwest  and  west,  shadowing  buildings  along  Kearny  St. 

From  midday  on,  the  shadows  of  the  proposed  structure  would  be  subordinated  by 
shadows  cast  by  the  taller  Crocker  Tower  and  the  Aetna  Building.    Shadowing  of 
the  glass-dome  roof  of  the  three-level  Lick  Place  Galleria  and  the  rooftop 
plaza  would  occur  throughout  the  year  during  afternoon  hours  and  winter  midday 
hours  from  both  the  Crocker  Tower  and  the  Aetna  Building  (see  Figure  15, 
p.  58). 

The  project  would  not  shade  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  or  One  Montgomery  St. 
rooftop  plaza  during  the  noon  hour  at  any  time  of  the  year;  nor  would  it  shade 
the  Crocker  Plaza  on  Market  St.  at  any  time  because  of  the  intervening  Aetna 
Building.    The  project  would  shade  up  to  approximately  50-60%  of  the  galleria 
and  rooftop  plaza  adding  to  the  shading  already  caused  by  the  Crocker  Tower 
and  the  Aetna  Building.    During  afternoon  hours  in  the  winter  months,  the 
project  would  eliminate  a  sunlight  corridor  and  complete  the  shadowing  of  the 
retail  galleria  and  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  across  Post  St.  not  previously 
blocked  by  the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building.    During  winter  months  the 
project  would  contribute  to  the  galleria  being  completely  shadowed  from  about 
1:00  to  3:30  p.m.  and  the  rooftop  plaza  being  completely  shadowed  from  about 
3:00  to  4:00  p.m. 

The  project  would  also  contribute  to  the  partial  shadowing  of  the  galleria  and 
rooftop  plaza  in  the  spring  and  autumn  months;  at  no  time  during  the  spring 
and  autumn  would  the  galleria  or  rooftop  plaza  be  completely  shaded  as  a 
result  of  the  project.    The  project  would  contribute  to  the  shadowing  of  the 
galleria  from  1:00  to  2:30  p.m.    At  these  times  the  galleria  would  be  about 
80%  in  shadows  with  the  project  contributing  to  about  15%  of  the  area  in 
shadows.    Project  coverage  of  the  rooftop  plaza  would  reach  a  maximum  of  about 
60%  at  3:00  p.m.    Contributions  of  the  project  to  shadowing  of  the  rooftop 
plaza  would  occur  from  about  2:30  to  3:30  p.m.    The  project  would  not  shade 
the  rooftop  plaza  and  the  galleria  in  the  afternoon  hours  during  summer  months. 

#  The  project  would  not  add  new  shadows  on  Maiden  Lane.    The  527-ft.  Aetna 
Building  already  shades  Maiden  Lane  in  early  mornings  during  late  spring 
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FIGURE  15:  Period  of  Maximum  Shadow 
Effects  on  Crocker  Rooftop 
Plaza  and  Lick  Place  Galleria 
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through  summer  months.    During  other  times  of  the  year  there  would  be  no 
shadow  effects  on  Maiden  Lane  from  the  Aetna  Building  or  the  proposed  project. 

Wind  Effects 

According  to  the  wind-tunnel  study  described  in  Section  III.B.,  pp.  25-26,  and 
incorporated  as  Appendix  B,  p.  351,  the  project  would  increase  northwesterly 
winds  by  4%  to  28%  along  Kearny  St.  south  of  the  site.    Increases  from  3%  to 
22%  are  predicted  along  Post  St.,  east  of  the  site.    Maximum  wind  speeds  in 
this  area  would  not  be  significantly  affected  and  would  continue  to  range  from 
moderate  to  high.    Northwesterly  wind  speeds  would  be  decreased  from  about  4% 
to  11%  on  Maiden  Lane  near  Kearny  St.,  on  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  site,  and 
along  Post  St.  west  of  the  Post/Kearny  St.  intersection. 

The  project  would  increase  westerly  winds  by  about  2%  along  the  south  side  of 
Post  St.  east  of  the  site.    Wind  speeds  would  also  be  decreased  by  about  2%  to 
10%  south  of  the  site  along  Kearny  St.    At  the  Post  and  Montgomery/Market  Sts. 
intersection,  wind  speeds  would  be  reduced  by  4%  to  8%.    Wind  speed  reductions 
ranging  from  about  2%  to  13%  would  occur  at  the  Post/Kearny  Sts.  intersection. 

#Wind  speeds  at  pedestrian  level  can  be  predicted  by  comparing  the  ratio  of 
pedestrian-level  wind  speed  to  the  freestream  wind  speeds  above  the  wakes  of 
surrounding  buildings.    A  high  wind  speed  ratio  does  not  directly  indicate 
wind  speeds  that  would  cause  pedestrian  discomfort.    Pedestrian  discomfort 
begins  to  appear  at  wind  speeds  of  about  12  miles  per  hour  (mph).  (Donald 
Ballanti,  Consulting  Meterologist,  telephone  communication.  May  4,  1982). 
Pedestrian  discomfort  would  not  occur  frequently  in  the  project  vicinity, 
because,  based  on  observed  wind  speed  ratios,  freestream  wind  speeds  of  about 
16  to  27  mph  for  northwest  winds  and  17  to  40  mph  for  westerly  winds  would  be 
required  for  street-level  winds  to  reach  12  mph.    Northwesterly  and  westerly 
winds  greater  than  13  mph  occur  14%  and  12%  of  the  time  respectively. 

C.    CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

♦  The  project  would  eliminate  all  of  the  seventy-year-old  buildings  on  the 
site.    The  project  would  remove  two  buildings  on  the  City  Planning 
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Commission's  list  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant 
Buildings;  these  buildings,  the  Maskey  Building  and  60  Kearny  St.  Building, 

were  rated  "B"  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage. 
The  building  at  60  Kearny  St.  is  occupied  by  the  project  sponsor, 
San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association,  in  offices  which  extend 
into  two  of  the  unrated  buildings.    The  Maskey  Building  at  46  Kearny  St.  was 
recommended  for  designation  as  a  City  landmark  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  on  September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was  rejected  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  on  March  18,  1982.    The  City  Planning  Commission's 
decision  was  appealed  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and 
Heritage  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    The  full  Board  of  Supervisors  rejected 
the  recommended  designation  on  May  10,  1982. 

#The  Planning  Department  has  issued  several  proposed  development  controls  for 
Downtown  projects  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development  (GDP)  May  1981. 
Controls  contained  in  GDD  have  not  yet  been  fully  implemented  and  proposed 
development  is  still  governed  by  the  existing  City  Planning  Code.    If  GDD  were 
to  be  implemented  in  the  future,  the  60  Kearny  St.  (Bullock  and  Jones) 
Building  and  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  located  in  the  proposed  Conservation 
District  No.  1.    The  proposed  project,  by  demolishing  the  Maskey  Building  and 
60  Kearny  St.  Building,  would  not  address  the  objective  for  establishing 
Conservation  District  No.  1  which  is  "to  conserve  the  architectural  resources 
that  distinguish  the  City's  downtown  financial  center  and  retail  area  and 
enhance  their  attractiveness  as  a  location  for  business  activity"  (see  GDD, 
p.  F-12).    Demolition  of  these  two  buildings  would  diminish  the  historical  and 
architectural  context  and  design  unity  of  the  low-rise  buildings  north  and 
west  of  the  site,  particularly  along  Kearny  St.    The  design  unity  and 
architectural  context  of  Kearny  St.  have  already  been  altered  by  construction 
of  the  40-story,  500-ft.-high  Crocker  Tower  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Post 
and  Kearny  Sts. 
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#  The  proposed  project  would  not  address  the  City  Planning  Commission's 
objective  to  discourage  demolition  of  architecturally  significant  buildings, 
as  it  would  demolish  the  Maskey  and  60  Kearny  St.  Buildings.    According  to 
Resolution  9240,  it  would  be  the  Director  of  Planning's  intent  to  recommend 
denial  of  the  project  by  the  City  Planning  Corranission. 

D.    EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

The  project  would  result  in  the  demolition  of  the  five  existing  buildings  on 
the  site  which  include  a  total  of  about  58,900  gross  (51,630  net)  sq,  ft.  of 
office  space,  11,000  net  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space,  4,620  net  sq.  ft.  of  savings 
and  loan  branch  space,  and  3,700  net  sq.  ft.  of  storage  space.  New 
construction  on  the  site  would  include  approximately  158,200  net  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space,  5,000  net  sq.  ft.  of  savings  and  loan  branch  space  and  1,600  net 
sq.  ft.  of  retail  space  for  a  net  increase  of  about  122,190  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space,  380  sq.  ft.  of  savings  and  loan  branch  space  and  the  net  loss  of  about 
9,400  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space  (see  Table  7,  p.  61).    Upon  initial  occupancy, 
San  Francisco  Savings  and  Loan  Association  would  occupy  45,000  net  sq.  ft.  or 
approximately  25%  of  the  proposed  leasable  floor  area. 

San  Francisco  Federal  would  initially  occupy  about  20%  more  net  leaseable 
office  floor  area  than  it  currently  occupies  at  the  project  site.    Because  the 
new  office  space  would  be  consolidated  into  one  building,  and  would  be  more 
efficiently  designed  than  the  floor  area  currently  occupied  by  San  Francisco 
Federal,  the  20%  increase  in  net  leaseable  floor  area  would  represent  a 
substantial  increase  in  useable  floor  area  for  savings  and  loan  operations. 

#  Four  retail/restaurant  establishments  employing  34  people,  nine  offices 
employing  19  people,  and  three  civic  organizations  employing  nine  people  would 
be  displaced  from  the  site.    San  Francisco  Federal  S  &  L  would  relocate  their 
current  estimated  170  employees  to  other  offices  in  San  Francisco  during 
project  construction. 

Relocation 

Sixteen  businesses  employing  around  50  persons  would  be  displaced  from  the 
project  site.    Seven  of  these  sixteen  businesses  have  been  surveyed, 
representing  about  80%  of  the  retail  employees  and  60%  of  the  (non-S.F. 
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Federal)  office  employees  at  the  site.    Presently,  none  of  these  businesses 
have  any  relocation  plans.    Most  of  the  tenants  indicate  that  the  effects  of 
relocation  would  include  time  spent  in  searching  for  a  new  location,  and  costs 
of  moving  and  possible  renovation.    Another  concern  expressed  was  the 
anticipated  difficulty  in  finding  a  comparable  location  with  an  affordable 
rent. 


TABLE  7:    EXISTING  AND  PROPOSED  USES  AT  THE  PROJECT  SITE,  BY  OCCUPANCY 
(Net  Leaseable  Sq.  Ft.) 


Existing  Uses 


Occupied  by: 


Savings 
Branch 

Retail/ 
Restaurant 

Office 


S.F.  FedefaT 
S&L 


4,620 


0 

31,510 


Uff^er 
Tenants 

0 

1 1 ,000 
4,500 


Proposed  Uses* 
Occupied  by: 


S7F."TeaeraT' 
S&L 


5,000 
0 

40,000 


TOTAL    36,130  **       15,500    TOTAL  45,000 


Other 
Tenants 


0 

1,600 
118,200 
119,800 


Net 
Change 
In 
Use 


+380 

-9,400 
+122,190 
+113,170 


*  Totals  do  not  include  approximately  23,200  net  sq.  ft.  of  basement  and 
mechanical  equipment  area. 

**  Total  does  not  include  approximately  3,700  sq.  ft.  of  storage  space. 
SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Federal  S&L;  and  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill. 


Project-Re lated  Employment 

About  770  permanent  jobs  would  be  accommodated  at  the  project  site  (see 
Table  8,  p.  62).    The  net  increase  in  employment  at  the  site  would  be 
approximately  535. 

Bay  Area  Employment  Multiplier  Effects 


Secondary  employment  and  income  impacts  would  result  from  permanent  project 
employment  because  each  employed  person  would  generate  additional  employment 
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TABLE  8:    PROJECTED  PERMANENT  EMPLOYMENT  AT  THE  PROJECT  SITE  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Employment 
By  Type 

San  Francisco  Federal 
S&L  -  Savings  Branch** 

San  Francisco  Federal 
S&L  -  Office** 

Other  Office 

Retail 

Building  Maintenance 


Building  Space 
5,000 

44,500 

141,650 
1,600 
199,100 


Approximate 
Space  per 
Employee 

500 

250 

250 
500 
30,000 


Projected  Number 
 of  Employees  * 

10 

180 

570 
3 
7 

TOTAL  770 


*  Rounded  to  the  nearest  10. 

**  The  190  projected  employees  represent  an  increase  of  20  employees  over 
San  Francisco  Federal's  170  existing  employees  due  to  expected  employment 
growth  over  the  two  year  construction  period. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


by  his  or  her  demands  for  goods  and  services  through  the  multiplier  effect. 
Assuming  that  the  new  jobs  accommodated  as  a  result  of  the  project  were 
primarily  in  finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate  (known  as  the  FIRE  sector), 
about  660  additional  jobs  in  other  sectors  of  the  Bay  Area  economy  would 
result  from  the  growth  of  the  FIRE  industry. /I/ 


#The  total  number  of  Bay  Area  jobs  that  would  be  supported  by  growth  in 
downtown  employment  due  to  the  project  would  be  about  1,195  (the  535  net 
project  jobs  plus  the  660  jobs  induced  by  the  multiplier).    Many  of  these  jobs 
would  serve  the  new  employees  (such  as  retail  and  restaurants  workers,  bicycle 
messengers)  and  would  be  located  in  San  Francisco.    The  exact  number  of  jobs 
that  would  be  located  in  San  Francisco,  however,  can  not  be  quantified. /2/ 
The  project  would  require  about  320  person-years  of  construction  labor,  which 
represents  an  average  of  about  160  full-time  jobs  throughout  the  two-year 
construction  period.    About  512  additional  person-years  of  employment  would  be 
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generated  in  the  Bay  Area  as  a  result  of  the  multiplier  effect  of  project 
construction ./I/ 

Office 

#  The  proposed  project,  together  with  other  major  downtown  office  buildings 
under  construction  and  approved  (as  of  November  1981)  would  add  approximately 
8.9  million  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space.    Another  approximately  7.4  million 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space  is  under  consideration  in  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  as  of  April,  1982.    If  all  were  built  as  proposed,  a  total  of  about 
16.5  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  would  be  added  to  the  downtown  area. 
Another  two  to  three  million  sq.  ft.  are  under  very  early  review  or  have  shown 
no  activity  for  eight  months  or  more  and  have  not  been  included  in  the 
cumulative  analysis . 

#  If  office  employment  in  San  Francisco  continues  to  account  for  the  same 
percentage  of  overall  employment  growth  as  it  has  in  the  past  decade, 
projections  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  suggest  that  a 
net  increase  of  about  1.25  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  will  be  required 
each  year  between  1980  and  1985  to  accommodate  that  growth. /3/    Demand  for 
office  space,  however,  could  be  even  greater.    The  ABAG  projection  indicates 
that  1.25  million  additional  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  will  be  occupied  each 
year.    This  could  be  because  no  more  than  that  would  be  demanded  or  because  no 
more  would  be  supplied.    If  occupancy  is  limited  by  supply,  then  more  than 
1.25  million  sq.  ft.  of  new  space  would  be  occupied  each  year  if  more  than 
that  amount  were  built.    In  March,  1982  the  vacancy  rate  in  downtown  office 
buildings  was  estimated  to  be  0.8%  according  to  a  nationwide  survey  conducted 
by  Coldwell  Banker  of  downtown  office  buildings  in  23  major  cities./4/  The 
proposed  project  would  add  to  the  supply  of  office  space  and  tend  to  relieve 
the  backlog  of  demand  for  office  space  suggested  by  the  low  vacancy  rate. 

The  growth  of  office  space  would  continue  the  trend  of  regional  growth  in 
service-sector  and  office  headquarters  activities  and  employment.    The  larger, 
newer  buildings  would  be  occupied  primarily  by  larger  tenants  and  those  with 
the  ability  to  pay  higher  rents.    Because  rent  levels  are  lower  for  older 
buildings,  the  space  that  becomes  vacated  by  tenants  relocating  to  newer 
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buildings  could  become  available  for  tenants  who  cannot  afford  the  higher 
rents  for  new  office  space. /5/ 

HOUSING 

Housi ng  Demand 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  downtown  employment  of 
approximately  550  jobs  by  mid-1984.    To  the  extent  that  the  project  would 
attract  out-of-area  employees  and  contribute  to  the  formation  of  additional 
households  by  existing  area  residents,  it  would  also  contribute  to  an  increase 
in  local  housing  demand  and  a  jobs/housing  imbalance. 

A  residency  survey  of  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  employees 
conducted  in  early  1979  indicated  that  around  67%  of  the  company's  existing 
170  employees  at  the  project  site  lived  in  San  Francisco,  19%  in  the  East  Bay, 
12%  on  the  Peninsula,  and  2%  in  the  North  Bay./6/ 

Probable  housing  impacts  caused  by  additional  downtown  employment  is  discussed 

Five  Fremont  Center,  Final  EIR,  (EE  80.268,  certified  March  12,  1981), 
pp.  85-91.    This  document  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor, 
and  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR.    Due  to  both  the 
relatively  high  wages  and  housing  prices  in  San  Francisco,  many  people  are 
attracted  to  the  employment  opportunities,  but  are  unable  to  afford  housing. 
By  1985,  it  is  projected  that  cumulative  San  Francisco  housing  demand 
resulting  from  downtown  office  development  will  be  around  17,000  units  (see 
Appdendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  372).    This  demand  would  exceed  the  projected 
growth  in  City  housing  stock  by  an  estimated  9,000  to  12,000  housing  units. 
This  total  demand  is  expected  to  cause  some  downtown  employees  to  seek  housing 
in  other  Bay  Area  locations  rather  than  San  Francisco. 

Residency  patterns  for  new  employees  which  would  be  generated  by  the  project 
are  based  on  housing  assumptions  developed  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  in  a  memorandum  entitled,  "Housing  Requirement  for  Office 
Development  in  San  Francisco",  July  1981,  and  by  approximate  residency 
patterns  of  downtown  office  employees  surveyed  for  five  other  recent  Downtown 
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EIRs  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-2,  p.  372).    It  is  assumed  that  about  40%  of  new 
employees  would  reside  in  San  Francisco,  18%  on  the  Peninsula,  30%  in  the  East 
Bay,  and  12%  in  the  North  Bay.    The  project  would  generate  net  demand  for 
about  125  units  of  housing  in  San  Francisco  (including  the  20  S.  F.  Federal 
employees  who  would  be  added  to  the  company's  work  force  during  the  two-year 
construction).    This  estimate  is  calculated  by  assuming  office  use  generates 
one  employee  for  each  250  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  40%  of  all  employees 
will  desire  to  live  in  San  Francisco,  and  1.8  working  adults  occupy  each 
housing  unit.    The  formula  was  not  applied  to  the  existing  170  San  Francisco 
Federal  employees  because  their  housing  location  is  assumed  stable  and  their 
jobs  would  not  be  permanently  relocated. 

The  amount  of  housing  demand  created  by  the  proposed  project  would  be  about  1% 
to  2%  of  the  City's  projected  housing  growth  from  1980  to  1985.  Without 
detailed  data  on  San  Francisco  housing  demand  (such  as  household's  ability  to 
pay,  preferences,  etc.),  no  quantification  of  the  effects  on  the  City's 
housing  prices  resulting  from  housing  demand  created  by  the  proposed  project 
is  possible. 

•  Housing  Af fordabil  i ty 

To  determine  the  affordabil ity  of  housing  in  San  Francisco  for  project 
employees,  two  major  factors  must  be  known:    the  household  income  of  these 
workers  and  the  price  of  housing.    Although  certain  information  is  available 
from  the  1980  Census,  all  of  the  data  have  not  yet  been  published.  Without 
such  specific  information,  a  variety  of  sources  have  been  reviewed  to  project 
housing  affordabil ity. 

Income 

A  survey  of  downtown  office  workers  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 
Renewal  Association  (SPUR)  in  1974  does  provide  information  on  salary  ranges 
and  estimates  an  average  annual  income  level  of  $16, 300. /7/    Given  that  the 
weekly  earnings  of  nonsupervisory  finance,  insurance  and  real  estate  sector 
workers  increased  about  67%  nationwide  between  1974  and  December  1981, /8/ 
inflating  the  $16,300  figure  yields  an  average  salary  of  about  $27,300  for 
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downtown  office  workers.    Although  the  SPUR  data  have  been  inflated  to  1982 
levels,  there  is  no  way  to  verify  that  the  distribution  of  job  classifications 
has  remained  the  same  since  1974,  nor  whether  local  salary  levels  have  kept 
pace  with  or  exceeded  the  rise  in  the  nationwide  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
index. 

More-recent  published  information  on  office  workers  in  the  Bay  Area  indicates 
that  the  1980  annual  salary  for  support  and  clerical  personnel  ranged  from 
about  $8,000  to  $29, 000. /9/    Bay  Area  wage  information  is  not  available  for 
most  professional  occupational  categories,  with  the  exception  of  computer 
system  analysts  and  drafters,  which  have  mean  annual  salaries  of  $25,740  and 
$20,000,  respectively;/9/  there  are  no  known  published  data  on  income  levels 
specifically  for  workers  in  San  Francisco  since  the  SPUR  study. 

The  mean  annual  salary  of  all  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  is  $15,715. 
Approximately  18%  of  San  Francisco  Federal  employee  are  managerial  and 
professional  staff  who  earn  an  mean  annual  salary  of  about  $32,960;  4%  are 
technical  personnel  (computer  operators  and  appraisers)  who  earn  an  average 
annual  salary  of  $22,960;  and  78%  are  clerical,  secretarial,  support  and  bank 
tellers  earning  an  mean  annual  salary  of  $12,000./10/    There  is  no  indication 
that  the  salaries  of  existing  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  would  be  typical 
of  other  new  project  tenants,  as  the  indicated  salaries  and  distribution  of 
salaries  are  for  a  specialized,  single-use  tenant  with  a  high  proportion  of 
clerical  employees. 

An  October,  1981  survey  of  60  %  of  the  tenants  at  601  Montgomery  St.  revealed 
that  about  34  %  of  the  office  workers  are  professionals  with  salaries  ranging 
from  $21,000  to  $300,000;  36  %  are  middle  management  personnel  with  salaries 
ranging  from  $12,000  to  $70,000,  and  30  %  are  secretarial/support  workers  with 
salaries  ranging  from  $10,000  to  $35,000./ll/    Tenants  of  the  601  Montgomery 
St.  building  are  primarily  law,  insurance,  and  professional  service  firms 
which  have  a  larger  proportion  of  high-income  management  and  professional 
staff  than  clerical  staff.    This  would  partially  explain  the  relatively  high 
average  salaries  of  this  building's  employees.    The  exact  median  salary  of 
workers  at  601  Montgomery  is  not 
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available  from  the  October  1981  survey.    Based  on  the  survey  data,  it  can  be 
estimated  that  the  median  salary  would  fall  in  the  middle  management  category, 
which  would  place  the  median  annual  income  at  around  $40,000  to  $45,000. 

Without  knowing  what  office  tenants  would  occupy  the  project,  it  is  impossible 
to  state  with  certainty  the  salaries  of  project  employees  other  than  those 
employed  by  San  Francisco  Federal.    From  the  above  information,  annual 
salaries  of  non-San  Francisco  Federal  employees  could  range  from  about  $10,000 
to  $300,000. 

Housing  Supply 

According  to  the  1980  U.S.  Census  of  Housing,  owner-occupied  housing 
constitutes  about  one-third  of  San  Francisco's  housing  stock.    The  median 
value  of  this  type  of  housing  was  $104,600  in  1980  (not  including  condominium 
units);  and  the  vacancy  rate  was  0.6  %.    October  1981  data  from  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Realtors  show  that  the  average  selling  price  of  a  house  in 
San  Francisco  was  $151,203  in  1981,  and  that  prices  ranged  from  $95,000  to 
$236,750  for  homes  sold  in  the  week  of  October  1,  1981. /12/ 

The  1980  Census  data  for  rental  housing  shows  that  the  median  rent  was  $266  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  vacancy  rate  was  2.7%.    Inflating  the  median  rent  from 
April  1980,  the  date  of  the  census,  through  October  1981  would  yield  a  median 
rent  of  $307  based  on  the  15%  rise  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  during  that 
time.    According  to  a  rent  survey  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  1980, 
median  rents  in  the  City  ranged  from  $289  for  a  studio  apartment  to  $588  for  a 
unit  with  3+  bedrooms,  and  the  median  was  $455  for  all  types  of  units. /13/ 
However,  these  data  may  not  accurately  represent  true  rental  stock  prices 
because  the  median  monthly  rents  are  derived  from  a  small  sample  of  vacant 
units  which  are  advertised  for  rent  in  the  "San  Francisco 
Examiner/Chronicle."    Since  the  Census  data  are  derived  from  a  more  extensive 
sample,  this  information  may  reveal  a  more  accurate  representation  of  rental 
costs  than  selected  newspaper  advertisements.    Because  the  median  was  $266, 
the  range  of  rental  prices  would  be  both  higher  and  lower  than  this  figure. 
While  the  Census  data  reflect  the  entire  rental  stock,  including  residential 
hotel  units  which  have  lower  rents  than  other  types  of  rental  dwellings,  not 
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all  types  of  units  would  be  available  to  new  households.    Stable  households  in 
the  City  may  have  occupied  the  same  unit  for  many  years.    Lower-priced  units 
probably  are  rented  quickly  and  may  not  appear  in  newspaper  advertisements. 

Affordabil ity 

From  the  information  available,  it  is  not  possible  to  document  the  income 
distribution  of  non-San  Francisco  Federal  office  workers.    Specific  tenants 
for  the  building  are  not  known.    The  survey  information  on  income 
distributions  contained  in  the  1974  SPUR  study  is  about  eight  years  old.  The 
salaries  of  existing  San  Francisco  Federal  and  601  Montgomery  St.  tenants  may 
not  be  representative  of  employees  of  the  project.    Even  accepting  a  median 
income  of  $45,000  for  non-San  Francisco  Federal  workers,  it  is  important  to 
bear  in  mind  that  half  would  earn  more  and  half  less  than  this  median. 

Based  on  the  available  data,  assumptions  must  be  made  in  order  to  formulate 
conclusions  regarding  housing  affordabil ity.    Table  D-3  in  Appendix  D  (p. 373) 
assumes  that  each  household  contains  1.8  project  workers  with  the  same  salary 
and  allows  30%  of  gross  household  income  for  housing.    Assuming  a  20% 
downpayment,  30-year  mortgages,  and  a  16%  interest  rate.  Table  D-3  illustrates 
that  most  project  employees  would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  although  as  many  as  one  third  would  be  able  to  do  so.    Based  on 
the  assumptions  stated,  all  project  employees  would  be  able  to  afford  rental 
housing  in  San  Francisco.    These  conclusions  should  be  qualified  because 
household  circumstances  vary.    Housing  affordabil ity  is  determined  not  only  by 
household  income  and  price  of  housing,  but  also  by  equity  in  existing  real 
estate,  savings,  debt,  access  to  credit,  interest  rates,  number  of  dependents, 
number  of  wage  earners,  tastes  and  preferences. 

FISCAL  FACTORS 

Revenues  to  City 

Based  on  an  estimated  fair  market  value  of  $31  million,  the  property  would 
generate  around  $310,000  from  the  1981-82  $1  per  $100  non-bond  property  tax 
rate. 
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The  building  would  also  generate  property  tax  revenues  to  retire  bond  debts. 
The  tax  rate  at  which  these  revenues  would  be  generated  in  1984  will  depend  on 
the  amount  of  principal  and  interest  payments  due  in  that  year  and  the  total 
assessed  value  of  property  in  San  Francisco.    The  rate  in  1981-82  fiscal  year 
is  $0.19  per  $100  of  market  value.    If  that  were  still  the  rate  in  1984,  when 
the  building  would  be  occupied,  revenues  from  the  building  would  be  $58,900. 

Payroll  taxes  would  be  paid  to  the  City  General  Fund  on  the  earnings  of 
approximately  500  of  the  535  net  new  employees  in  the  project.    The  remainder 
would  be  exempt  from  the  tax  either  because  they  would  work  for  banks  or 
insurance  companies  (which  are  not  required  to  pay  San  Francisco  payroll 
taxes),  or  because  they  would  work  for  small,  retail  tenants  with  tax 
liabilities  less  than  $500,  or  because  they  would  be  owners  of  businesses  (who 
are  also  exempt).    Based  on  an  average  wage  of  $24,600  for  office  workers  in 
1981,  the  payroll  tax  revenues  would  be  about  $184, 500. /14/ 

Net  Sales  tax  revenues  allocated  to  the  City  due  to  the  project  based  on 
taxable  sales  per  employee  of  $1,070  in  1981  would  be  about  $7,360.  The 
1,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space,  based  on  annual  taxable  sales  of  $120  per 
sq.  ft.,  would  generate  about  $2,400  in  revenues  for  the  City.    Sales  tax 
revenues  generated  by  the  1/2%  BART  sales  tax  would  be  about  $5,080.    Of  this 
total,  BART  would  receive  $3,810  directly,  and  the  remaining  $1,270  would  be 
distributed  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  among  BART,  Muni  and 
A-C  Transit. 

The  owners  of  the  project  would  pay  a  tax  of  0.3%  on  their  rental  income. 
Based  on  total  annual  receipts  from  rents  of  about  $6  million  (assuming  full 
occupancy),  tax  revenues  would  be  around  $18,000.    A  bill  passed  by  the 
California  Assembly  (AB  1496)  that  exempts  savings  and  loan  associations  from 
local  business  taxes  was  signed  into  law  on  September  23,  1981. /15/    In  the 
opinion  of  City  Attorney  George  Agnos,  this  bill  will  not  prohibit 
San  Francisco  from  collecting  any  of  the  taxes  it  currently  levies  on  savings 
and  loans  institutions. /16/   The  net  increase  in  General  Fund  revenues  for  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  from  the  project  would  total  about  $528,000 
in  1981  dollars. 
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These  revenue  estimates  are  based  on  the  tax  rates  and  fees  in  effect  in 
mid-1981.    The  payroll  tax  and  gross  receipts  tax  rates  would  revert  back  to 
1.1%  and  0.22%,  respectively,  if  the  California  Supreme  Court  (in  a  case  now 
pending)  repeals  tax  increases  of  the  Mayor's  Revenue  Package  which  was 
approved  by  the  voters  in  November  1980. /17/ 

Muni 

The  City's  General  Fund  subsidizes  the  Municipal  Railway's  operating  budget, 
covering  the  difference  between  Muni's  costs  and  the  revenue  Muni  receives 
from  fares  and  from  Federal  and  State  governments.    This  subsidy  represents 
the  cost  of  Muni  to  the  City.    The  Muni  average  general  fund  deficit  to  the 
City  in  1981-82  is  estimated  at  $0.39  per  ride./18/    Assuming  that  about  29% 
of  the  employees  who  occupy  the  existing  site  ride  Muni  to  and  from  work,  the 
existing  General  Fund  subsidy  to  Muni  required  by  commuting  on-site  employees 
is  about  $11,500  per  year. /19, 20/    Assuming  the  1981-82  subsidy  would  remain 
the  same  in  1984  and  that  29%  of  the  project  employees  would  ride  Muni  to 
work,  the  project  would  create  the  need  for  a  General  Fund  subsidy  to  Muni  of 
about  $29,000  at  1981  costs. /21/    Reductions  in  State  and  Federal  subventions 
as  well  as  inflating  costs  may  raise  the  deficit  per  ride  by  1984  unless  fares 
and/or  direct  tax  contributions  to  Muni  are  increased. 

The  subsidy  would  probably  increase  by  1984,  the  first  year  of  full  project 
occupancy,  as  costs  (fuel,  labor,  etc.)  will  probably  rise  faster  than 
revenues  from  sources  other  than  the  General  Fund  (fares  and  subventions).  In 
addition,  the  subsidy  is  probably  understated  because  it  only  includes  those 
workers  who  use  Muni  as  their  primary  mode  of  Transportation  and  excludes 
those  who  use  a  combination  of  transportation  modes  (such  as  Muni  and  BART). 

The  project  would  help  pay  for  the  Muni  deficit  through  its  revenue 
contributions  to  the  General  Fund.    In  the  1980-81  budget,  10%  of 
discretionary  General  Fund  revenues  were  allocated  to  Muni.    If  this 
percentage  were  to  remain  constant,  the  project  would  generate  around  $58,000 
in  General  Fund  Revenues  to  Muni  in  1984.    San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
approved  on  April  27,  1981,  a  proposal  to  assess  downtown  commercial  property 
owners  fees  to  support  Muni.    The  plan  calls  for  levying  a  one-time  fee  of 
$5.00  per  gross  sq .  ft.  of  new  downtown  office  space  and  creating  a  downtown 
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district  in  which  all  commercial  office  owners  would  be  assessed  a  yearly 
fee./22/    The  fee  plan  has  been  legally  challenged;  but  if  it  were  to  go  into 
effect  as  proposed,  the  project  could  generate  about  $636,000  for  the  one-time 
Muni  fee.    The  project  would  add  incrementally  to  peak  hour  service  demand. 
Increases  in  peak  demand  may  force  Muni  to  expand  peak  capacity  (i.e.  capital 
improvements)  and/or  result  in  Muni  riders  waiting  more  time  in  longer  queues. 

BART 

BART  fares  cover  about  40%  of  BART  costs.    Fore  each  BART  passenger  trip,  an 
average  of  $1.00  is  paid  by  fares,  and  an  additional  $1.50  in  costs  must  be 
supported  by  some  other  revenue  source.    Over  86%  of  this  additional  cost  is 
supported  by  the  special  BART  1/2%  sales  tax.    BART's  revenues  from  the  sales 
tax  generated  by  the  existing  site  are  about  $5,175  per  year,  and  BART's  share 
of  property  tax  revenue  from  the  site  total  about  $2,430.    Therefore,  BART's 
net  deficit  as  the  result  of  activities  at  the  site  is  estimated  to  be  about 
$22,720,723/ 

It  is  estimated  that  15%  of  the  net  new  employees  in  the  new  building  would 
ride  BART  to  work. /1 9/    Therefore,  the  project  would  generate  a  net  deficit  to 
BART  of  around  $36,400./24/ 

Cumulative  Fiscal  Aspects 

Since  1979,  five  studies  have  been  prepared  that  have  analyzed  fiscal  effects 
of  development  in  the  City's  various  aspects  of  C-3-0  Downtown  Office 
District.    The  five  studies  were  prepared  by:    Recht,  Hausrath  and  Associates, 
Sedway/Cooke,  Gruen  Gruen  &  Associates  (GG&A),  Arthur  Anderson  and  Co.,  and 
David  Jones.    These  studies  are  compared  and  discussed  in  the  101  Montgomery 
Street  Final  EIR,  EE  80.26,  certified  May  7,  1981  pp.  189-199.    This  document 
is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  and  is 
hereby  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR.    These  studies  differ  in 
various  ways:    the  questions  they  ask,  the  data  sources  they  use,  the 
methodologies  they  employ,  and  the  conclusions  they  draw.    Table  9  on  p.  70 
compares  the  purpose,  study  methodology,  and  conclusions  of  the  five  studies, 
summarizing  the  information  contained  in  the  101  Montgomery  Street  Final  EIR. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


As  Table  9  shows,  the  five  studies  address  two  separate  questions.    The  Arthur 
Anderson  and  David  Jones  studies  examine  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  existing 
Downtown.    Though  they  use  the  same  data  base,  their  conclusions  differ 
because  they  use  different  methodologies. 

The  other  three  studies  address  the  question  of  what  the  fiscal  impact  of  new 
development  would  be.    The  conclusions  differ  because  both  different  data 
bases  and  methodologies  were  used. 

In  summary,  these  studies  demonstrate  that,  due  to  Proposition  13,  new 
development  replacing  existing  development  results  in  an  initial  net  fiscal 
benefit  to  the  City;  however,  the  net  impact  may  be  negative  in  the  long  run. 
Costs  to  the  City  will  increase  at  approximately  the  rate  of  inflation  while 
property  tax  revenues  will  increase  only  at  a  maximum  of  2%  annually. 
Property  taxes  increase  at  a  rate  greater  than  2%  only  if  there  is  new 
development  or  if  existing  property  is  sold. 

Based  on  these  assumptions,  the  project  would  have  an  initial  fiscal  benefit. 
While  revenues  would  increase  at  a  slower  rate  than  costs,  due  to 
Proposition  13  limitations  on  property  tax  increases,  there  would  reach  a  time 
where  cumulative  costs  of  providing  services  to  new  development  would  be 
higher  than  revenues  provided,  assuming  no  new  revenue  sources  are  found  and 
the  rate  of  new  development  declines. 

NOTES  -  Employment,  Housing  and  Fiscal  Factors 

/I/  Projections  are  based  on  the  Bay  Area  Input-Output  Model  from  Cooperative 
Extension  Service,  University  of  California,  Berkeley,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Input-Output  Model  1967-1974.    A  multipler  of  1.2  was  used  for  FIRE  and  1 .6 
for  construction.    An  input-output  model  is  a  method  for  quantifying  changes 
in  economic  activity  and  interrelationships  among  sectors  of  a  regional 
economy. 

/2/  The  only  known  multiplier  available  (see  Note  /I/,  above)  is  for  the 
regional  economy.    No  multiplier  specifically  for  San  Francisco  is  presently 
available. 

/3/  ABAG  and  California  Employment  Development  Department  (EDD)  data  indicate 
that  about  60%  of  the  growth  in  San  Francisco  employment  between  1972  and  1978 
was  employment  in  offices.    ABAG  projects  that  employment  in  San  Francisco 
will  increase  41,400  between  1980  and  1985,  or  an  average  of  8,300  per  year. 
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Sixty  percent  of  that,  or  5,000  jobs  per  year,  are  expected  to  be  in  offices. 
Assuming  250  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  per  employee,  office  employment 
growth  would  require  an  additional  1.25  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  each 
year.    (Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and  Bay  Area  Council, 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Economic  Profile,  December  1979,  pp.  40,  43;  California 
Employment  Development  Department,  Wage  and  Salary  Employment,  By  Indus t ry^ 
San  Francisco  City  and  County,  1972  -  1978). 

#  /4/  Coldwell  Banker,  "Office  Survey  Vacancy  Index,"  March  31,  1982.    A  copy  of 
this  survey  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAl 1 ister  St.,  5th  Floor. 

/5/  ABAC,  April  1981,  Bay  Area  Office  Growth,  Working  Papers  on  the  Region's 
Economy,  Number  One. 

/6/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  letter  communication,  February  27,  1979. 

#  HI  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  (SPUR),  Impact  of 
Intensive  High  Rise  Development  in  San  Francisco,  Detailed  Findings, 
June,  ly/b. 

#  /8/  Data  are  inflated  by  about  67  %,  the  national  average  percentage  increase 
in  weekly  earnings  of  nonsupervisory  finance,  insurance  and  real  estate 
employees  between  1974  and  the  end  of  1981  (U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
Monthly  Labor  Review,  June  1975  and  February  1982). 

#  /9/  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Statistics,  'Area  Wage  Survey  for  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland,  CA,  Metropolitan  Area,'  March,  1981. 

#  /lO/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Service  Manager,  telephone  communication 
March  6,  1982. 

#  /II/  Montgomery-Washington  Building  Final  EIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28, 
1982,  p.  75. 

#  /12/  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  'Multiple  Sales  Service,'  October  5, 
1981.    This  information  includes  all  homes  sold  from  February  11,  1981  to 
October  1,  1981. 

#  /13/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Rent  Survey,  1980. 

/14/  Downtown  office  workers  earn  about  $24,600  annually  in  1981,  based  on 
average  annual  earnings  of  $16,300  for  downtown  office  workers  in  1974,  in 
San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  (SPUR),  June  1975,  Impact 
of  Intensive  High  Rise  Development  in  San  Francisco,  Detailed  Findings.  Data 
are  inflated  by  about  51%,  the  national  average  percentage  increase  in  weekly 
earnings  of  finance,  insurance  and  real  estate  employees  betwen  1974  and  the 
end  of  1980  (U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  Monthly  Labor  Review, 
January  1981). 
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/15/  Brad  Artson,  Legislative  Assistant,  Assemblyperson  Willie  Brown's  office, 
telephone  communication,  November  11,  1981. 


/16/  George  Angos,  City  Attorney  of  San  Francisco  memorandum  to  Thadeus  Brown, 
Tax  Collector,  June  30,  1981. 

/17/  Robert  Fletcher,  City  of  San  Francisco  Tax  Collector,  Legal  Division, 
telephone  communication,  November  13,  1981. 

/18/  Bruce  Bernard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant,  oral  communication, 

October  28,  1981.    Based  on  1981-82  Muni  net  operating  cost  of  $142,139,000, 

and  net  revenues  of  $87,833,000.    Assuming  the  1979  revenue  passenger  number 

of  139  million  would  be  applicable  in  1981,  the  average  General  Fund  deficit 

per  ride  would  be  $0.39.    However,  there  has  not  been  any  update  of  the 

ridership  number  since  1979;  therefore,  the  deficit  per  ride  of  $0.39  is 

estimated. 
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/19/  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  "Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Evaluation  -  Transportation  Impacts",  October  1980. 

/20/  Assuming  260  work  days  per  year,  two  riders  per  day  and  absenteeism  of 
10%  (holidays,  vacations,  sick  days),  each  worker  will  ride  an  estimated 
468  times  per  year.    Therefore,  the  cost  is:    216  workers  x  29%  ride  Muni  x 
468  rides  per  year  x  $0.39  deficit  per  ride  =  $11,433. 

/21/  550  net  new  employees  workers  x  29%  ride  Muni  x  468  rides  per  year  x 
$0.39  deficit  per  ride  =  $29,112. 

/22/  San  Francisco  Ordinance  No.  224-81,  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
on  April  20,  1981. 

/23/  216  workers  x  20%  ride  BART  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $1.50  net  deficit  per 
ride  =  $30,326;  $30,326  -  $5,175  sales  tax  -  $2,430  property  tax  revenues  = 
$22,721. 

/24/  The  projected  project  deficit  would  be:    550  net  new  employees  x  15%  ride 
BART  X  468  rides  x  $1.50  deficit  =  $57,915;  $57,915  -  $3,810  sales  tax 
revenue  -  $17,676  property  tax  revenues  =  $36,429. 


E.    DOWNTOWN  FIRE  PROTECTION  SERVICES/1/ 

San  Francisco  is  experiencing  accelerated  development  in  the  downtown  area. 
Proposed  and  approved  cumulative  development,  consisting  mostly  of  highrise 
commercial  office  structures,  would  add  about  8.9  million  sq.ft.  of  gross 
floor  area  to  the  downtown  area  (including  the  proposed  project).    It  can  be 
anticipated  that  the  number  of  fire  incidents  would  increase  with  the  number 
of  people  occupying  the  district. 

Since  the  new  highrise  buildings  must  comply  with  the  Life  Safety  provisions 
of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  most  fires  in  these  buildings  can  be 
expected  to  yield  to  minimum  response  by  the  Fire  Department.    Since  all  of 
these  buildings  will  be  of  Type  1  construction/2/,  the  chance  of  fire  that 
spreads  from  building  to  building  is  relatively  small.    For  example,  when  the 
old  and  highly  combustible  Produce  Market  was  replaced  by  the  highrise 
buildings  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment  Project,  the  external  fire 
protection  requirements  of  the  Fire  Department  decreased. 
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On  the  average,  replacing  older,  more  vulnerable,  low  occupancy  structures 
with  higher  quality,  greater  occupancy  high-rise  buildings  probably  has  no 
measurable  effect  on  the  need  for  fire  protection. 


NOTES  -  Downtown  Fire  Protection  Services 

/I/  Information  contained  in  this  section  is  from  Bendix  Environmental 
Research,  Inc.,  Environmental  Consultants  and  Fire  Protection  Engineers, 
confirmed  by  Emmet  D.  Condon,  Deputy  Chief,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
September  24,  1981. 

HI  Type  1  buildings  have  structural  elements  made  of  reinforced  concrete, 
reinforced  grouted  masonry,  reinforced  hollow  concrete  masonry  or  steel;  and 
the  exterior  walls,  roofs,  floors  and  some  inner  walls  of  "fire-resistive 
incombustible  construction."    San  Francisco  Building  Code  Section  1801. 


F .    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING/ 1 / 
DEMOLITION,  EXCAVATION,  AND  CONSTRUCTION 

During  the  construction  period,  transportation  impacts  would  result  from 
trucking  movements  to  and  from  the  site  during  demolition,  excavation,  and 
construction  activity.    Demolition  activity  would  require  about  12  weeks  and 
would  generate  an  average  of  one  truck  movement  per  hour  in  or  out  of  the 
project  site  between  9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m./2/    Excavation  is  expected  to 
require  about  eight  weeks.    An  average  of  about  1.2  truck  movements  per  hour 
in  or  out  of  the  project  site  between  9:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.  would  be 
generated.    Post-excavation  construction  activity  would  require  truck 
movements  to  deliver  construction  materials.    The  construction  period  would 
require  20  months  and  would  generate  an  average  of  about  6.7  truck  movements 
per  hour  on  the  maximum  day. 

The  transportation  impact  of  the  construction  truck  traffic  would  be  a 
lessening  of  the  capacities  of  the  access  streets  and  haul  routes  due  to  the 
slower  movements  and  larger  turning  radii  of  the  trucks.    Trucks  are  expected 
to  follow  haul  routes  approved  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  Peninsula 
disposal  sites.    Any  truck  traffic  from  7:00  a.m.  to  9:00  a.m.  or  from 
4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  would  conflict  with  peak-hour  traffic,  particularly  at 
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freeway  access  points.    Site  access  would  be  via  Post  St.    Materials  storage 
would  be  provided  on  site.    Post  St.  would  have  one  lane  partially  closed  for 
20  months  during  the  construction  period.    Crocker  Tower  and  the  Lick  Place 
Galleria  are  under  construction  across  from  the  project  site  on  Post  St. 
Completion  of  the  Crocker  Tower  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  is  estimated  for  about 
mid-1982  which  would  be  prior  to  the  scheduled  start  of  construction  for  the 
proposed  project;  therefore,  cumulative  construction  traffic  impacts  of  the 
Crocker  project  and  the  proposed  new  building  are  not  anticipated. 

TRAVEL  DEMAND  ANALYSIS 

Estimates  of  the  amount  of  travel  associated  with  the  proposed  project  have 
been  developed  using  methods  consistent  with  guidelines  prescribed  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  of  City  Planning.    The  proposed  project  has  been 
analyzed  as  an  attractor/generator  of  work-  and  nonwork-rel ated  travel.  The 
amount  of  travel  from  the  project  has  been  estimated  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  that  would  not  be  occupied  by  San  Francisco 
Federal's  existing  170  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  currently  working  at 
the  site  as  those  employees  would  relocate  back  into  the  new  building.  The 
travel  from  the  existing  170  employees  has  been  described  in  the 
transportation  setting.    Distribution  of  the  travel  to  the  regional  area  has 
been  made  based  on  projections  from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning  Guidel ines  (See  Appendix  E,  Table  E-6,  p.  380). /3/    Distribution  of 
the  travel  to  available  modes  has  been  made  based  upon  a  composite  modal  split 
analysis  compiled  from  modal  split  data  specified  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E-6,  p.  380). /3/ 

Travel  from  the  project  has  been  assumed  to  occur  at  the  rate  17.5  total 
(work  +  nonwork)  person  trip  ends  per  1,000  net  sq.  ft.  of  office  space.  The 
travel  has  been  assumed  to  split  between  57%  work  and  43%  non-work. /4/  The 
peak  hour  of  project  generated  trips  was  assumed  to  occur  during  the  weekday 
evening  peak  hour  during  the  peak  period  of  4:00-6:00  p.m.    During  the  peak 
hour,  20%  of  the  daily  (24-hour)  travel  was  assumed  to  occur. /4/ 
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The  project  would  generate  approximately  2,640  person  trip  ends  per  day.  The 
p.m.  peak  hour  travel  would  be  approximately  530  person  trip  ends.    The  p.m. 
peak  travel  distribution  is  shown  in  Table  10. 

The  walk  column  in  Table  10  shows  only  primary  walk  trips.  Although 

23  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  on-site  most  persons  going  to  the  site  by 

automobile  and  transit  would  be  required  to  walk  to  the  site. 


TABLE  10:  ESTIMATED 
PROJECT** 

P.M.  PEAK 

-HOUR  WEEKDAY 

TRAVEL*  DEMAND 

GENERATED  1 

Origin/Destination 

Percent 

Total 

Auto 

Transit 

North  Bay 

11 

60 

40 

20 

East  Bay 

24 

125 

60 

65 

Peninsula 

16 

85 

45 

40 

San  Francisco 

49 

260 

95 

155 

TOTAL 

100 

530 

240 

280 

Walk*** 


JO 
10 


*  Work  and  nonwork  person  trip  ends 

**  Totals  do  not  include  the  170  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  now  working 
at  the  site  who  would  continue  to  work  there  after  project  completion. 
***  Persons  who  walk  to  the  site  without  using  any  other  form  of 
transportation. 


SOURCE:    San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning;  and  TJKM 


TRAFFIC  IMPACTS/5/ 

The  streets  nearest  the  project  which  serve  as  feeders  to  or  from  freeway 
ramps  --  Mission,  Beale,  and  Fourth  Sts.  —  are  points  of  maximum  automobile 
traffic  congestion  in  the  Downtown  Financial  District.    They  are  assumed  to 
represent  the  "worst  case"  points  of    greatest  traffic  impacts.    Impacts  on 
other  streets  would  be  less  as  traffic  on  them  would  be  more  dispersed. 
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As  downtown  San  Francisco  is  currently  experiencing  an  increase  in  office 
building  floor  area,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  requested  that  an 
analysis  of  the  cumulative  traffic  impact  of  26  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  project  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E-7,  p.  381)  which  are  proposed  to 
be  occupied  after  1980,  or  which  are  now  under  environmental  review,  be 
included  in  this  report. 

#  The  cumulative  development  from  the  26  buildings  listed  in  Table  E-7  on  p.  381 
would  be  approximately  9.6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space.    This  amount  of 
office  space  would  generate  approximately  34,000  peak-hour  person  trip  ends. 
Additionally,  the  City  has  identified  proposed  development  that  would  add 
further  trip  generation.    Approximately  7.1  million  sq.  ft.  of  additional 
office  space  has  been  proposed  (see  Table  E-7a,  p.  382)  for  a  total  cumulative 
development  of  about  16.7  million  sq.  ft.    If  approved,  this  additional 
development  would  add  25,000  further  person  trip  ends  to  the  peak  hour  for  a 
total  of  59,000  new  person  trip  ends  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    The  project 
represents  approximately  1%  of  the  total  cumulative  trip  ends. 

#  The  additional  seven  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  is  not  shown  in 
Table  11.    The  amount  of  vehicular  traffic  from  the  additional  office  space 
would  be  approximately  1.75  times  the  amount  of  the  traffic  from  the  26 
projects  shown  in  Table  E-7  on  p.  381.    Actual  impacts  would  be  less  than  this 
as  the  additional  buildings  would  be  dispersed  over  a  large  area  of  downtown. 

#  An  estimate  of  1984  traffic  volumes  exclusive  of  the  project  volumes  was  made 
by  analyzing  the  traffic  increases  from  the  26  buildings  in  the  project 
vicinity  as  well  as  traffic  from  other  developments.    Table  11  on  p.  78  shows 
the  1984  projected  base  volumes  on  the  freeway  feeder  streets  and  on  streets 
near  the  proposed  project,  the  increases  in  traffic  volumes  estimated  to  be 
caused  by  the  proposed  project,  and  the  percent  of  the  peak-hour  increase  over 
the  1984  base  level  which  would  be  caused  by  the  project.    The  peak  hour 
percentage  increase  caused  by  the  proposed  project  above  the  1984  traffic  is 
estimated  to  be  not  more  than  2%  on  any  of  the  freeway  approach  streets.  The 
total  addition  to  the  Oakland  Bay  Bridge  traffic  caused  by  the    project  would 
be  about  40  vehicles  in  the  peak  p.m.  hour.    The  Bay  Bridge  currently  carries 
approximately  17,000  vehicles  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour./6/    The  project  traffic 
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represents  a  0.02%  increase  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  on  the  Bay  Bridge. 
As  the  transportation  analysis  can  be  considered  accurate  to  +  10%,  this  would 
not  be  a  statistically  significant  change.    The  project  would  also  result  in 
an  imperceptible  lessening  of  the  Level  of  Service  of  traffic  operation  on  the 
regional  highway  system. 

The  project  would  have  approximately  23  off-street  parking  spaces.  Assuming 
short-term  demand  for  parking  for  a  worst  case  analysis,  these  spaces  are 
projected  to  generate  up  to  300  vehicle  trip  ends  to  or  from  the  site  each 
day.    The  effect  of  the  project  garage-generated  traffic  on  the  level  of 
operation  of  adjacent  intersections  during  the  peak-hour  in  terms  of 
volume-to-capacity  ratios  is  shown  in  Table  12,  p.  79.    The  project  impact  at 
the  three  intersections  closest  to  the  project  site  would  be  a  result  of 
traffic  using  the  23  parking  spaces  proposed  for  the  project  and  by  service 
vehicle  traffic.    The  garage  has  been  analyzed  assuming  only  short-term  use  of 
the  23  spaces  with  a  worst-case  condition  of  all  23  spaces  emptying  onto  the 
streets  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
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TABLE  11:    PROJECTED  VEHICLE  VOLUMES  ON  STREETS  NEAR  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IN  1984 


1984  Base  +  1984  Base  +  Cumulative 

Cumulative  Development         Development  +  Project 
Wax"     Team  ~lTax  PealT  ^T" 


Street  Section 

8-Hour 

Hour* 

8-Hour 

Hour* 

Inc** 

North  of  Market  Street 

Kearny    Market  -  Post 

8,310 

1,340 

8,395 

1,365 

2 

Post      Kearny  -  Montgomery 

3,190 

510 

3,275 

535 

5 

South  of  Market  Street 

Third     Folsom  -  Howard 

14,450 

1,940 

14,560 

1,980 

2 

Fourth    Folsom  -  Bryant 

16,305 

3,165 

16,415 

3,205 

1 

Beale     Market  -  Mission 

8,205 

2,445 

8,255 

2,465 

1 

*  Peak  hour  is  the  single  peak  hour  during  the  peak  period  between  4:00  and 
6:00  p.m. 

**  Percent  increase  over  the  1984  base  peak-hour  traffic  volume. 
SOURCE:  TJKM 


Also  shown  in  Table  11  is  the  impact  of  the  project-related  traffic  at 
intersections  on  the  freeway  feeder  streets.    The  1984  base  values  reflect 
traffic  increases  from  non-project  development  (Appendix  E,  Table  E-7, 
p.  381).    The  1984  base  conditions  would  be  Level  of  Service  F  at  the 
intersection  of  Mission  and  Beale  Sts.,  meaning  that  that  intersection  would 
be  jammed  without  the  project. 

The  impact  of  the  project  would  be  an  imperceptible  lessening  of  the  level  of 
service  of  traffic  operation  on  the  street  system.    As  shown  in  Table  12,  the 
level  of  operation  would  not  be  decreased  a  full  vehicular  Level  of  Service 
below  the  1984  base  conditions  by  the  project  traffic.    An  effect  of  increased 
congestion  on  the  above  streets  would  be  a  redistribution  of  travel  patterns 
to  less  traveled  routes.    The  impact  of  the  additional  7.1  million  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  presented  in  Table  E-7A  would  be  a  lessening  of  the  level  of 
service  at  the  intersections  shown  in  Table  12. 
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TABLE  12:    PROJECTED  PEAK -HOUR  INTERSECTION  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  (V/C)  RATIO 
NEAR  THE  PROJECT  SITE  IN  1984 


In tersecti  on 

1984  Base  + 
Cumulative  Development 
V/C  LOS* 

1984  Base  + 
Development 
V/C 

Cumul ative 
+  Project 
LOS* 

Kearny  and  Post 

0.55 

.  A 

0.56 

A 

Market  and  Third/Kearny 

0.64 

B 

0.65 

B 

Market  and  Montgomery/ Post 

0.82 

C/D 

0.83 

C/D 

Fourth  and  Harrison 

0.85 

C/D 

0.85 

C/D 

Mission  and  Beale 

1.06 

F 

1.06 

F 

*  See  Appendix  E,  Table  E-1, 
and  lane  capacities  at  Level 

p. 

of 

375,  for 
Service. 

definition 

of  Levels  of 

Service  (LOS) 

SOURCE:  TJKM 


PARKING  IMPACTS 


The  daily  parking  demand  which  would  be  generated  by  the  project  is  estimated 
to  be  270  parking  spaces.    The  average  short-term  (non-work)  parking  demand 
was  calculated  to  be  30  spaces  per  hour  for  the  project.    The  project  would 
provide  23  parking  spaces  creating  an  approximately  250  space  on-site  deficit 
for  the  project.    If  all  of  the  23  spaces  on-site  were  short-term  only,  the 
short-term  demand  for  the  project  would  exceed  the  supply  by  7  spaces.  The 
23  spaces  are  currently  proposed  as  long-term.    One  space  would  be  provided 
for  bicycle  parking,  a  required  by  Section  155  of  the  existing  City  Planning 
Code. 


Cumulative  Parking  Impacts 


0The  parking  demand  from  each  of  the  26  buildings  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
future  development  was  calculated  using  the  above  methodology  and  summed. 
Long-term  demand  from  the  26  projects  would  be  12,410  spaces  per  day  and 
average  short-term  demand  would  be  1,950  spaces  per  hour  (assuming  a  9-hour 
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day,  8:00  a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.).    The  project  demand  (240  long-term  spaces  and 
30  short-term  spaces)  would  represent  a  2.0%  increase  over  the  long-term 
demand  from  the  26  buildings  and  a  1.5%  increase  over  the  short-term  demand. 
Parking  demand  from  additional  office  space  shown  in  Table  E-7A,  p.  382  would 
be  approximately  1.75  times  the  parking  demand  from  the  26  buildings  listed  in 
Table  E-7.    The  project  would  be  approximately  1%  of  the  total  cumulative 
demand. 

Current  City  policy,  as  stated  in  the  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element 
of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding  Parking  is  to  "encourage  short-term  use  of 
existing  parking  facilities  within  and  adjacent  to  the  downtown  core  by 
converting  all  day  commuter  parking  to  short-term  parking  in  areas  of  high 
demand  or  to  car/van  pool  parking  where  short-term  parking  demands  are 
low. •77/    Under  this  policy,  there  is  a  potential  for  approximately 
15,000  off-street  spaces  within  2,000  ft.  of  the  project  site  to  be  converted 
to  short-term  only  parking.    As  the  off-street  spaces  surveyed  for  the 
existing  data  are  now  used  for  both  short-and  long-term  parking, 
implementation  of  the  Master  Plan  Parking  Policy  would  have  the  potential  for 
removing  any  basis  of  comparison  of  the  existing  supply/demand  ratio  with 
future  parking  demands.    The  potential  would  exist  to  displace  a  large  number 
of  long-term  parkers  currently  using  parking  facilities  in  the  downtown  core. 

The  long-term  demand  from  the  26  buildings  and  the  proposed  project  would  be 
added  to  long-term  parkers  displaced  by  implementation  of  the  Master  Plan 
Parking  Policy.    The  long-term  demand  could  cause  several  changes  in  driver 
behavior.    Some  drivers  could  park  at  greater  distances,  west  beyond 
Van  Ness  Ave.,  south  beyond  Mission  St.,  east  beyond  Battery  and  First  Sts., 
or  north  beyond  California  St.,  then  either  walk  or  use  Muni  to  reach  the 
downtown  core.    In  the  years  following  1984,  as  further  office  expansion 
occurs,  particularly  in  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area,  this  option 
would  be  reduced,  because  of  expanded  parking  demand,  unless  a  large  expansion 
of  parking  supply  were  to  occur  in  the  South-of-Market  area. 

Imbalances  in  long-term  parking  demand  and  potential  supply  could  encourage 
the  use  of  car  pools  and  van  pools,  or  the  creation  of  satellite  or 
"intercept"  parking  facilities  in  outlying  areas  of  the  downtown  Financial 
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District,  with  shuttle  or  expanded  Muni  service  to  the  downtown  area,  or 
increased  use  of  transit  directly  from  home  (San  Francisco)  or  from  suburb'Sin 
centers  (East  Bay,  North  Bay,  Peninsula).    Peninsula  residents,  for  example, 
could  find  Southern  Pacific  commuter  trains  more  attractive  if  they  could  get 
no  closer  to  downtown  with  their  cars  than  the  train  terminal  at  Fourth  and 
Townsend  Sts.    All  transit  options  would  add  to  ridership  of  the  regional 
transit  systems,  particularly  Muni. 

TRUCK  DELIVERY  AND  LOADING 

The  project  would  have  one  loading  bay  in  the  basement  of  the  project.  Access 
to  the  proposed  basement  parking  and  service  areas  would  be  provided  to  and 
from  Post  St.  via  a  ramp.    The  bay  would  be  sufficient  to  handle  standard 
single  unit  (SU)  trucks  and  smaller  vehicles.    The  proposed  off-street  freight 
loading  space  would  meet  the  minimum  length  and  vertical  clearance 
requirements  (CPC  Section  154c)  of  25  ft.  and  12  ft.,  respectively, 
accommodating  trucks,  service  vehicle  and  vans  with  a  maximum  length  of 
25  ft.    Larger  vehicles  would  not  be  able  to  negotiate  the  ramp  into  the 
loading  area. 

Table  13,  p. 82  shows  an  analysis  of  total  service  vehicle  trips  and  average 
hourly  service  vehicle  requirements  based  upon  data  published  in  Center  City 
Circulation  Program:    Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. /8/    The  building  would  generate 
approximately  43  service  vehicle  stops  per  day  (at  2  trip  ends  per  stop  this 
is  equivalent  to  86  vehicle  trip  ends  per  day).    Average  hourly  loading  space 
requirements  are  given  in  terms  of  spaces  per  hour  per  10,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
building  space.    Demand  for  the  project  would  be  2.2  spaces  per  hour. 
Although  the  single  loading  bay  proposed  for  the  basement  level  would  meet 
existing  requirements  of  the  City  Planning  Code  for  off-street  loading,  the 
project  would  not  be  able  to  meet  the  average  hourly  demand  for  loading  space 
off-street  on  site  as  determined  by  the  City  Center  Circulation  Program.  This 
additional  demand  could  be  met  by  unloading  from  existing  on-street  loading 
spaces  on  Post  St.    The  on-street  spaces  are  currently  being  used  by  service 
vehicles  (and  in  some  instances  illegally  parked  private  automobiles).  These 
vehicles,  if  not  serving  the  buildings  now  on  site,  would  have  to  compete  with 
the  overflow  from  the  project  for  street  space  potentially  causing  double 
parking  in  the  area.  o-, 
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TABLE  13:    ESTIMATED  SERVICE  VEHICLE  TRAVEL*  FOR  THE  PROJECT 


Daily  Stops/  Spaces/ 
Square  Feet          10,000  sq.f.t        Daily        10,000  sq.ft.  Spaces/ 
Use         of  GFS  **  of  GFS   Stops  of  GFS  Hour 

Office       186,150  2.1  39  0.1  1.9 

Retail/ 

Main 

Savings 

Branch        12,950  3.0  _4  0.2 

Total    199,100  43  2.2 


*  Service  vehicle  travel  has  been  included  in  totals  shown  in  Table  10,  p.  76. 
**    GFS  refers  to  gross  floor  space  proposed. 

SOURCE:  TJKM 


Access  to  the  freight  elevators  from  the  loading  docks  would  be  provided  by  a 
series  of  doors  behind  a  wall  parallel  to  the  loading  dock.    No  direct 
connection  from  the  loading  dock  to  the  freight  elevators  is  proposed.  Access 
to  the  street-level  uses  would  be  from  the  freight  elevators  and  the  building 
lobby.    Access  to  the  on-site  private  vehicle  parking  areas  of  the  project  is 
proposed  to  be  via  Post  St.    The  garage  ramp  would  provide  sufficient 
maneuvering  space  only  for  passenger  vehicles  and  for  delivery  vans/panel 
trucks  with  a  maximum  length  of  25  ft.  to  access  the  garage  loading  areas. 
Maneuvering  room  in  the  garage  aisles  would  be  marginally  sufficient  to  allow 
private  vehicles  access  to  parking  stalls.    Delivery  vehicles  not  using  the 
loading  area  properly  or  incorrectly  parked  automobiles  could  potentially 
block  access  to  the  ramp  and  prevent  vehicles  from  entering  or  leaving  the 
parking  stalls  opposite  the  elevator  lobby.    The  curb  cut  for  the  proposed 
loading  ramp  would  increase  the  potential  for  pedestrian-vehicle  conflicts. 


Pedestrian  level  of  service  on  the  portion  of  the  Post  St.  sidewalk  that 
contains  the  curb  cut  would  be  decreased  if  service  vehicles  blocked  any  or 
all  of  the  sidewalk  during  heavy  pedestrian  demand  periods.    The  City  is 
planning  to  irwdify  Post  St.  by  removing  the  existing  a.m.  diamond  lane  and 
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installing  a  bus  bulb  on  the  sidewalk  east  of  the  project  site  to  facilitate 
bus  passenger  loading  operations. /9/    Vehicles  using  the  projects  driveway 
could  conflict  with  transit  vehicles  using  the  new  stop. 

TRANSIT  IMPACTS 

An  analysis  was  made  of  the  cumulative  transit  impacts  attributable  to 
development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco.    For  all  systems  except  the  Muni,  the 
analysis  was  conducted  on  a  system  level  which  considered  only  the  lines  or 
blocks  of  lines  that  serve  the  project  area.    For  the  Muni,  a  line-by-line 
analysis  was  conducted  according  to  Department  of  City  Planning  guidelines. /lO/ 

Increased  transit  ridership  from  26  proposed  downtown  developments  was 
included  in  the  1984  base  values  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E-7  p.  381).  In 
addition,  growth  from  other  developments  not  specifically  analyzed  was 
considered  through  the  use  of  a  growth  factor.    The  ridership  from  the 
projects  was  added  to  the  estimated  1984  base  ridership,  and  an  analysis  of 
the  demand-to-capacity  ratios,  or  load  factors,  attributable  to  the  project 
was  determined. 

•  Although  the  transit  analysis  used  a  growth  factor  to  account  for 

non-specified  development,  the  factor  was  not  sufficient  to  account  for  the 
additional  7.1  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  shown  in  Table  E-7A,  the  growth 
factor  used  was  equivalent  to  approximately  2%  of  the  existing  volumes  on  all 
agencies  except  A-C  Transit  where  no  growth  factor  was  used.    Thus  the 
ridership  from  the  growth  factor  represents  approximately  6%  of  the  ridership 
from  the  26  projects  listed  in  Table  E-7,  p.  381.    The  additional  seven 
million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  would  increase  the  ridership  over  the  26 
buildings  (in  Table  E-7)  by  1.75  (approximately  1.7  times  the  increment  shown 
in  Table  15).    The  additional  office  space  would  increase  the  load  factors 
shown  in  Table  15  by  approximately  10%.    The  basis  for  the  Muni  analysis  was 
supplied  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  was  compiled  from  a  list  of 
active  projects  in  October  1980.    Consequently,  some  of  the  projects  may  have 
been  duplicated  in  the  list  shown  in  Table  E-7A  and  therefore  the  analysis 
represents  a  worst-case  analysis. 
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#  The  land-use  approach  uses  square  footage  of  downtown  office  space  as  a  basis 
for  estimating  peak  transportation  demand;  this  approach  generally  assumes 
that  as  new  office  space  is  constructed,  it  would  be  occupied.  The 
employment- share  approach  uses  a  net  increase  in  downtown  jobs  as  a  basis  for 
estimating  peak  demand,  and  reflects  job  loss  as  well  as  additions  to  the 
labor  force.    Briefly,  the  fundamental  differences  between  (and  limitations 
of)  the  two  approaches  are: 

#The  land-use  approach  (as  it  has  been  applied  in  this  EIR)  assumes  no  loss 
of  existing  space  in  the  downtown  area  and,  consequently,  no  loss  of 
employment  from  that  area.    Thus,  all  of  the  travel  from  the  proposed 
office  space  has  been  considered  to  be  an  icrement  to  be  added  to  the 
existing  travel  currently  on  the  transportation  network.  The 
employment- share  approach  generates  a  net  increase  in  employment  in  the 
downtown  that  has  taken  account  of  loss  of  employment  as  industry  and 
offices  move  out  of  the  City,  replacement  of  one  type  of  industry  with 
another  (industry  shifts),  and  replacement  of  existing  office  space  with 
new  office  space. 

#The  land-use  approach  assumes  that  literally  all  of  the  currently  proposed 
development  in  the  downtown  area  (no  matter  where  it  is  in  the 
environmental  review  process)  will  be  constructed  and  fully  occupied 
within  the  time  frame  of  the  (San  Francisco  Federal)  project  development 
and  occupancy.    No  allowance  has  been  made  for  less-than-100%  occupancy  or 
for  proposed  developments  that  are  never  constructed.  The 
employment- share  approach  makes  no  implicit  assumptions  concerning 
occupancy  rates  or  actual  square  footage  of  development  constructed; 
rather,  it  projects  an  employment  share  of  the  region  based  directly  upon 
extrapolation  of  past  trends. 

#In  basic  terms,  the  land-use  approach  identifies  all  potential  development 
within  the  downtown  (regardless  of  the  likelihood  of  occurrence)  and  adds  the 
demands  generated  by  the  development  to  the  existing  transportation  network, 
assuming  that  the  existing  regional  distribution  of  trips  will  persist.  The 
employment -share  approach  looks  at  the  existing  employment  in  the  downtown, 
forecasts  the  incremental  change  in  employment  based  upon  regional 
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considerations  and  past  trends,  and  assigns  the  regional  distribution  of 
trips,  based  on  such  forecasts.    Neither  of  the  two  approaches  has  attempted 
to  project  future  changes  in  modal  split. 

#  To  illustrate  the  differences  in  the  two  approaches,  the  Table  13a  shows  the 
total  employment  projections  by  the  two  methods  (and  the  project's  share 
thereof),  the  regional  distributions  of  trips,  and  Muni's  share  of  the  new 
transit  travel  (and  the  project's  share  thereof). 

#  As  shown  in  Table  13a,  the  employment -share  approach  generates  about  60%  fewer 
employees  in  the  downtown  and  about  60%  fewer  riders  on  the  Muni  than  does  the 
land-use  approach.    The  employment- share  approach  would  thus  reduce  the 
transit  demand  impacts  discussed  in  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  83. 
Consequently,  the  land-use  approach  can  be  considered  to  be  a  "worst  case" 
analysis  for  Muni.    Similar  conclusions  can  be  drawn  for  the  other  transit 
agencies. 

#  Several  considerations  concerning  both  of  the  methods  need  to  be  discussed. 
The  land-use  method,  as  it  has  been  applied  in  San  Francisco  EIR's,  analyzes 
impacts  for  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  whereas  the  employment -share  method  analyzes 
the  a.m.  peak.    Several  reasons  exist  as  to  why  one  peak  (or  the  other)  may  be 
the  better  one  to  analyze. 

#  First,  the  p.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  to  analyze,  in  that  actual  observation 
shows  that  the  p.m.  peak  has  a  greater  overall  effect  on  the  local  street 
network  and  transit  system  in  the  downtown  area  than  does  the  a.m.  peak,  as 
more  travel  takes  place  during  the  p.m.  peak.    Also,  transit  service  is  more 
inclined  to  differ  from  scheduled  times  during  the  p.m.  peak  than  during  the 
a.m.  peak,  as  operational  delays  have  had  an  8-to-lO-hour  period  over  which  to 
accumulate.    Finally,  the  on-ramps  to  the  freeway/ bridge  system  are  greater 
bottlenecks  (in  the  p.m.  peak)  than  are  the  off-ramps  (in  the  a.m.  peak). 
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#  Table  13a:       COMPARISONS  OF  LAND-USE  AND  EMPLOYMENT  SHARE  APPROACHES 

FOR  LATE  1984  (TIME  OF  OCCUPANCY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL 
PROJECT) 


Downtown 

Employment    Project     Regional    Trip  Share  Muni  Peak-hour  Project 
Approach  Increase       Share*     S.F .  Pen.  E.B.    N. B.    Incresee***  Share** 

Land  Use  73,600        0.7%        49%    16%    24%    11%  16,700  0.7% 

Empl.  Share#     31,700        1.7%##      50-    19%    17-    10%  7,300###  1.5% 

(maximum)  54%  21% 

NOTE:    As  explained  in  the  text  above,  comparisons  between  the  entries  for  the 
two  approaches  must  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  land-use  approach 
reflects  gross  increases  in  employment  and  transit  demand,  while  the 
employment-share  approach  reflects  net  increases  therein.    The  differences 
among  t¥e  regTdnaTtrip  share  figures  reflect  these  and  the  other  differences 
between  the  two  approaches . 

TmpTo'ymen t  gene'rafe'd  by  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  project,  as  a 
percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown-employment  increase. 

**  Muni  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal 
project,  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown  Muni  peak-hour  increase. 
***  The  Muni  peak-hour  increase  is  a  demand  projection  (based  upon  existing 
and  long-term  employment  trends)  that  is  not  dependent  upon  available  or 
expected  transit  capacity. 

#  These  figures,  representing  the  worst-case  analysis  under  the 
employment- share  approach,  have  been  adjusted  to  the  year  1984,  the  expected 
^fe  "oT  occupancy ~df  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  project,  from  the  OER 
memorandum's  1990  figures,  reviewed  and  accepted  by  MTC,  ABAG  and  Muni.  The 
(backward)  adjustment  is  based  on  a  (compounded)  10%-per-year  growth  in  office 
space.    (The  OER  memorandum  forecasts,  for  1990,  a  downtown  employment 
increase  of  56,100  and  a  resulting  Muni  peak-hour  increase  of  12,900  trips. 
Note  that  the  land-use-approach  entries  assume  that  an  additional  18  million, 
sq.  ft.  of  office  space  will  come  on  line  by  the  late  1984. 
##  Implies  that  the  San  Francisco  Federal  would  be  one  of  an  average  of  about 
35  projects,  of  approximately  the  same  size,  coming  on  line  by  late  1984. 
###  Also  takes  into  account  reductions  in  demand  due  to  shift  work  and 
absenteeism.    Based  on  54%  regional  trip  split  to  San  Francisco  (worst-case). 


Conversely,  the  peaking  characteristics  of  the  a.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  in 
that  they  are  much  sharper  than  those  of  the  p.m.  peak  (i.e.,  a  greater 
percentage  of  the  peak-period  travel  occurs  during  a  single  hour).    Also,  as  a 
result  of  the  bridge  system  into  San  Francisco,  travel  inbound  into  the  City 
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is  much  easier  to  document,  as  vehicles  must  pass  through  the  toll  booths  on 
the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges.    Finally,  a  greater  proportion  of  the  travel 
occurring  during  the  a.m.  peak  is  employment-related;  the  p.m.  peak  includes 
shopping  and  pleasure  trips. 

#The  land-use  approach,  as  it  has  been  used  in  this  EIR,  examines  the  p.m.  peak 
because  it  has  been  observed  to  be  the  worst  case  for  congestion  on  City 
streets.    The  analytical  approach  does  not  reflect  the  spreading  of  the  p.m. 
peak  that  is  currently  occurring,  as  all  of  the  new  trips  have  been  assumed  to 
take  place  in  one  single  hour. 

#One  of  the  major  points  about  the  land-use  approach  is  that  it  has  not 
accurately  considered  a  net  change  in  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the 
downtown,  as  all  of  the  proposed  development  has  been  added  to  the  existing. 
With  more  and  more  existing  office  space  being  replaced  by  new  office  space  as 
construction  occurs  in  the  downtown,  the  effect  of  continually  adding  new 
space  in  the  analysis  without  subtracting  lost  space  is  becoming  an  important 
factor.    The  land-use  analysis  assumes  all  new  office  space  is  fully 
occupied.    The  assumption  of  a  functional  vacancy  rate  of  5%  is  not  uncommon 
(OER  Memorandum,  July  2,  1982,  p.  2,  available  for  public  review  at 
450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor).    With  20  million  square  feet  of  new  office 
space  assumed  in  the  land-use  analysis  to  be  occupied  by  late  1984,  this  5% 
would  amount  to  approximately  1  million  square  feet,  leading  to  4000  employees 
(at  250  square  feet  per  employee),  the  Muni  share  of  which  would  be  about 
900  riders  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.    This  adjustment  alone  would  reduce  Muni 
peak-hour  impacts  by  about  900  riders  in  the  cumulative  analysis  stated  above. 

#The  land-use  approach  calculations  have  assumed  transit  capacity  to  be  fixed 
at  existing  levels.    The  OER  memorandum  points  out:    It  should  be  recognized 
that  transportation  is  a  more  'elastic'  resource  with  many  options  for 
expansion  including  increasing  existing  capacity  by  using  articulated 
vehicles,  expanded  car  pool  and  van  pool  programs  and  increasing  the  peak 
commuter  period  through  flex-time  programs,  among  others. 
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The  Muni  analysis  is  shown  in  Table  14,  p. 84.    Project  load  factors  range  from 
0.00  to  0.01  on  the  lines  where  base  loads  factors  exceed  1.00.    The  project 
does  not  cause  any  of  the  lines  with  loadings  less  than  1.00  to  exceed  1.00. 
This  estimate  assumes  the  implementation  of  the  Muni  5-year  Plan  on  lines 
serving  the  project  area. 

Table  15,  p. 85  shows  the  projected  ridership  and  demand-to-capacity  ratios  for 
1984  conditions  on  all  agencies  except  Muni.    Project  ridership  during  the 
p.m.  peak  hour  would  not  increase  the  transit  loading  by  more  than  0.3%  on  any 
of  the  regional  transit  systems  that  serve  the  project  area.    This  would  not 
be  a  statistically  significant  change.    Analysis  of  the  transit  data  indicates 
that  most  of  the  lines  shown  in  Table  14,  p.  84  would  operate  in  jammed 
conditions.    Lines  with  load  factors  exceeding  1.00  indicate  demand  in  excess 
of  capacity  (both  seated  and  standing).    Lines  with  load  factors  less  than 
1.00  experience  loadings  nearer  to  1.00  for  short  periods  during  the  peak 
periods.    (The  loadings  shown  are  the  results  of  averaging  ridership  of  full 
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TABLE  14:    PROJECTED  1984  P.M.  PEAK  MUNI  ANALYSIS 
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916 

1 .22 

3 

919 

1 .23 

0.01 

12 

525 

663 

1 .26 

2 

665 

1.27 

0.01 

14 

1275 

1655 

1 .30 

5 

1660 

1 .30 

0.00 

14GL 

300 

348 

1 .16 

1 

349 

1.16 

0.00 

14X 

675 

890 

1 .32 

3 

893 

1 .32 

0.00 

15 

975 

1199 

1 .23 

4 

1203 

1 .23 

0.00 

16X 

750 

691 

0  92 

2 

693 

0.92 

17X 

375 

344 

0  92 

1 

1 

345 

0  92 

21 

825 

898 

1  n9 

"X 

901 

1  09 

0  00 

25 

600 

632 

1  05 

1  %\J  yJ 

2 

634 

1  06 

0  01 

27 

300 

•J\J\J 

209 

0  70 

1 

210 

0.70 

30 

1425 

1417 

0.99 

•J 

142? 

1 .00 

30  X 

975 

J  1  yJ 

1093 

1  12 

•3 
•J 

inQfi 

1  12 

0  00 

31 

525 

yJ  L.  %J 

676 

1  29 

0 

fi78 

1  ?9 

0  nn 

31X 

fi75 

\J  1  yJ 

1  14 

773 

1  15 

0  01 

38 

1125 

1  \  U.  yJ 

1333 

1  18 

4 

1  oo  / 

1  19 

1.17 

n  ni 

381 

OOL 

88? 

1  31 

•5 

ftftR 

OOJ 

1  31 

0  00 

38AX 

finn 

fi7Q 

1  13 

2 

681 

1  14 

n  ni 

OODA 

C\J  1 

n  ft? 

1 

1^1 

n  R7 

40X 

525 

432 

0  82 

1 

433 

0  82 

42 

300 

315 

1 .05 

1 

316 

1 .05 

0.00 

45 

675 

824 

1 .22 

3 

827 

1 .23 

0.01 

55 

1650 

1940 

1.18 

6 

1946 

1.18 

0.00 

66 

375 

246 

0.66 

1 

247 

0.66 

71 

375 

517 

1.38 

2 

519 

1.38 

0.00 

72 

300 

375 

1.25 

1 

376 

1.25 

0.00 

J 

1235 

1086 

0.88 

3 

1089 

0.88 

K.L.M* 

3900 

4240 

1.09 

13 

4253 

1.09 

0.00 

N 

2400 

2787 

1.16 

9 

2796 

1.17 

0.01 

*  Department  of  City  Planning  statistics  include  the  L  and  M  Line  within  the 
K  Line  statistics. 


NOTE:    Project  load  factors  range  from  0.00  to  0.01  on  the  lines  where  the 

Base  load  factors  exceed  1.00.  The  project  loadings  do  not  cause  any 
of  the  lines  with  load  factors  less  than  1.00  to  exceed  1.00. 

SOURCE:  TJKM 
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TABLE  15:    PROJECTED  1984  PEAK  OUTBOUND  TRANSIT  CHARACTERISTICS  BASED  ON 
CALCULATED  GROWTH  FACTORS,  FOR  TRANSIT  SERVICE"  OTHER  THAN  MUNI 


1984  Base  +  Cumulative  1984  Base  ■^  Cumulative  +  Project 

Agency  RTJerslTTp  ~%  Occupancy*        Ridership  1^  Occupancy'  %  Increase 


BART 

Transbay  14,030  107  14,060  107  0.2 

Westbay  8,160  85  8,180  85  0.3 

A-C  Transit  12,180  98  12,210  98  0.2 

SamTrans  1  ,490  127  1  ,495  128  0.3 

SPRR  5,940  54  5,960  54  0.3 

Golden  Gate 

Motor  Coach  6,600  98  6,610  99  0.2 

Ferry  1,530  74  1,540  74  0.2 

*  Percent  of  total  capacity  occupied. 


**  Percent  increase  in  projected  1984  Base  ridership  due  to  project. 
SOURCE:  TJKM 


vehicles  with  partially  empty  vehicles,  thus  equalizing  the  loads  over  the 
1-hour  period.)    As  cumulative  transit  demand  increases,  the  length  of  time  of 
peak  loadings  will  increase,  thus  spreading  peak-of-the-peak  conditions  over  a 
longer  time  period  as  long  as  transit  capacity  is  available.    As  some  lines 
only  operate  during  heavy  demand  periods  (i.e.  express  service  for  1  to  2 
hours  during  the  peaks),  there  may  not  be  capacity  available  to  allow  a 
spreading  over  time  without  additional  runs. 

Four  regional  transit  agencies  are  projected  to  operate  at  greater  than  90%  of 
total  capacity:    BART  (Transbay),  Golden  Gate  Transit,  A-C  Transit  and 
SamTrans.    As  no  planned  capacity  increases  will  be  implemented  by  1984  by  any 
of  the  regional  agencies,  the  loadings  are  based  on  1981  capacities. 

Future  policies  which  are  not  foreseeable  may  result  in  changes  by  1984.  If 
sufficient  capacity  is  not  added  in  the  future,  excess  travel  on  the  systems 
can  be  expected  to  either  shift  to  another  time  (out  of  the  peak  hour)  if 
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working  conditions  permit  and  transit  capacity  is  available  or  to  another  mode 
of  travel . 

PEDESTRIAN  IMPACTS 

Increases  in  pedestrian  activity  are  projected  to  occur  on  the  sidewalks 
fronting  the  project  site  as  a  result  of  the  project.    Increases  are  also 
expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  other  development  in  the  project  vicinity. 
Table  16,  p.  87  shows  the  pedestrian  levels  of  operation  for  the  1984 
conditions.    The  values  shown  in  Table  15,  p.  85  for  the  1984  Base  conditions 
include  applicable  increases  from  the  26  buildings  analyzed  as  the  cumulative 
development,  as  well  as  the  travel  from  the  existing  buildings  on-site. 

The  project  pedestrian  p.m.  peak  hour  travel  has  been  assigned  to  be  20%  of 
the  daily  generation  (see  p.  75),  less  the  people  that  would  use  the  23 
parking  spaces  in  the  building  (approximately  30  people).    One  third  of  the 
peak  hour  pedestrian  travel  from  the  project  has  been  assumed  to  occur  in  the 
peak  15-minute  period. 

#The  primary  pedestrian  access  to  the  project  is  proposed  to  be  on  Kearny  St. 
The  project  would  also  have  access  to  Post  St.    Addition  of  the  project 
pedestrian  travel  would  cause  the  Post  St.  p.m.  peak-hour  flow  to  cross  into 
the  next  flow  regime  but  would  not  cause  a  shift  on  the  Kearny  St.  sidewalk. 
The  placement  of  a  public  entrance  alcove  opposite  Maiden  Lane  would  increase 
the  likelihood  of  pedestrians  jaywalking  across  Kearny  St.  Accidents 
involving  pedestrians  could  increase  at  these  locations  due  to  increase 
volumes  of  vehicular  or  pedestrian  traffic  at  the  Maiden  Lane/Kearny  St. 
intersection . 

NOTES  -  Transportation,  Circulation  ?.nd  Parking 

/!/  This  section  is  based  upon  a  study  prepared  by  TJKM,  Transportation 
Consultants,  entitled  "Transportation  Impact  Study  for  the  San  Francisco 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association  Office  Building",  May  20,  1981.    The  full 
report  is  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St., 
5th  Floor,  and  is  available  for  public  review. 

HI  Clifton  C.  Brinkley,  Construction  Consultant,  written  communication, 
May  26,  1981 . 


86 


5  E  . 

o  •--  s 
r—  a>  • 


X  E  c 

o  -r-  o 

r —  cn  o 

Ll_  <D  z 


■o 

O) 
T3 
OJ 

Ql 
E 


-a 

Q. 
E 


<v 
E 


T3 
O. 


■»->  s: 


CO 


CM 


-M  O 
(O  o 


VO  f— 


3  s: 

O  Q. 


o 

CM 
IT) 


o 

CO 


4J 

o 

•"-J 
o 
I. 


0) 

E  C 
3  O 

<—  o 
o  z 


o 


o 

CM 

1^ 


O) 
CO 
00 


CO 
CO 

00 


5  E  . 
I —   CT)  • 

u.  o)  a. 
o  •>-  o 

I —  C7>  O 
U.  (U  z 

a: 


•K  • 


* 

(T3  o 

q:  z 


'o  qT 


•K 


o 


«3 


■o 

0) 

(U 

CL 

T3 

E 

O) 

• 

o. 

c 

E 

=) 

t— ( 

■a 

•r-  • 

•r- 

Ji»£  1- 

■o 

■o 

r—  <U 

(U 

cu 

TD 

-o 

s  •-- 

<U 

<u 

<U  J- 

Ql 

Ql 

TD  O 

E 

E 

»— « 

1— < 

(/)  ^ 

0)  3 

>  1— 

•r-  O 

CO 

■»->  > 

• 

• 

O 

CM 

O)  "O 

<4-  C 

0) 

«/) 

c 

o  o 

in 

•f 

• 

• 

4->  4J 

CO 

CM 

o  •<- 

O  C 

If-  -f- 

S.  (U 

irt  0)  "O 

o 

O 

00 

+J  1- 

CM 

CO 

3  <U  O 

C  -M  •l- 

•f-  3 

E  C  O 

•r-  cy> 

in  E 

O 

o 

I.  . 

(U  Q. 

CO 

<U  C3l 

Q.  CM 

«/)  1 

(/)  C  LU 

<0  'f-  <U 

• 

•■-1-1— 

4-* 

I-  -t->  -Q 

• 

+J  CO 

■M 

00  o;  1— 

C/^ 

>> 

c 

■o  a>  0) 

4J 

I. 

V) 

rtj 

O 

O- 

*  $  + 

1^ 

■-3 


o 

I/O 


IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


/3/  The  regional  distribution  is  from  Attachment  1  of  the  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Impact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts,  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,  October  1980. 

/4/  Summary  of  travel  assignments  is  Attachment  2  to  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Impact  Review,  Transportation  Impacts,  October  1980. 

/5/  Traffic  impacts  were  analyzed  at  two  levels.    For  estimation  of 
project-generated  traffic  volume  increases  at  freeway  access  points, 
conventional  techniques  for  estimating  traffic  generation  were  used.    That  is, 
daily  traffic  generation  was  based  on  numbers  of  on-site  employees,  as  it  was 
assumed  that  as  long  as  parking  was  available  within  walking  distance,  most 
drivers  would  continue  to  drive  to  work.    For  estimation  of  project-generated 
traffic  volume  increases  on  streets  immediately  surrounding  the  project,  the 
capacity  of  the  on-site  garage  was  the  basis,  as  it  was  assumed  that  routes  of 
drivers  going  to  other  garages  would  be  sufficiently  dispersed  so  that  they 
would  have  a  negligible  effect  on  traffic  volumes  on  the  adjacent  streets. 

/6/  Bay  Bridge  traffic  volumes  are  from  1980  Traffic  Volumes  on  California 
State  Highways,  California  State  Department  of  Transportation,  April  1981 

II I  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding 
Park ing,  Policy  2"  of  Objective  1 ,  p.  3.    Resolution  7647,  S"an  Francisco 
PTanmng  Commission,  January  20,  1977. 

/8/  Center  City  Circulation  Program:    Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods 
Movement, "Working  Papers  1  ,~2,  and  3  and  Final  Report,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  1980. 

/9/  Glenn  Erikson,  Transit  Preferrential  Street  Coordinator,  Department  of 
City  Planning,  November  11,  1981.    A  bus  bulb  is  an  extension  of  the  sidewalk 
out  into  the  parking  lane  to  allow  buses  to  pick  up  and  drop  off  passengers 
without  having  to  pull  into  the  parking  lane. 

/lO/  Muni  analysis  is  per  Attachment  3,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact 
Review,  Transportation  Impacts,  October  1981. 


G.    AIR  QUALITY 


CONSTRUCTION  PERIOD 


Dust  emissions  from  construction  activities  would  affect  local  air  quality  for 
approximately  two  years.    It  has  been  estimated  that  dust  emissions  from 
construction  activities  associated  with  land  clearing,  excavation,  and 
erection  for  large  scale  projects  in  arid  regions  amount  to  1.2  tons  per  acre 
per  month. /I/    Assuming  a  24  month  period  for  demolition,  excavation,  and 
erection,  application  of  this  emission  factor  to  the  0.33  acre  yields 
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estimated  dust  emissions  of  0.4  tons  monthly  and  10.0  tons  overall.  The 
worst-case  24-hour  average  concentration  associated  with  this  factor  would  be 
6,400  ug/m^  at  and  adjacent  to  the  site,  which  is  64  times  the  24-hour  State 
standard  of  100  ug/m3.    The  dust  emission  factor  of  1.2  tons  per  acre  per 
month  was  developed  by  the  EPA  from  measurements.    Soil  moisture  levels, 
vehicle  movement,  microclimate,  and  activities  mix  associated  with  this 
emission  factor  are  not  representative  of  the  project  area.    The  EPA  emission 
factor  is  an  estimated  5-20  times  higher  than  the  actual  site  emission 
factor.    In  that  event,  the  24-hour  concentration  would  be  320-1,280  ug/m3, 
and  violations  of  the  standard  for  total  suspended  particulates  would  likely 
occur  near  the  site. 

Dustfall  on  surfaces  would  be  expected  within  200  to  800  ft.  of  the  project 
site  under  low  winds;  high  winds  may  result  in  discomfort  to  individuals 
downwind  from  blowing  dust.    Except  to  persons  with  respiratory  problems, 
large-size  construction  particulates  are  more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  hazard,  and 
settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  from  the 
source.    This  is  in  contrast  to  gaseous  pollutants  and  to  small-size 
particulates  from  combustion. 

Pouring  asphalt  for  driveways  and  parking  lots  and  using  oil-based  paints 
would  generate  hydrocarbon  emissions.    These  types  of  emissions  are  controlled 
by  Regulations  3  and  9  respectively  of  the  BAAQMD./2/    Diesel  powered 
construction  equipment  would  emit  (in  decreasing  order  by  weight)  nitrogen 
oxides,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur  oxides,  hydrocarbons,  and  particulates. /3/ 

POST  CONSTRUCTION  PERIOD 

Air  quality  impacts  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  project  would  result 
primarily  from  vehicular  emissions.    Combustion  of  natural  gas  for  space  and 
water  heating  would  also  generate  small  amounts  of  pollutants  (primarily 
nitrogen  oxides)  relative  to  traffic.    Daily  emissions  of  pollutants  resulting 
in  1985  from  all  project-related  vehicular  and  from  stationary  natural  gas 
combustion  were  calculated  and  are  shown  in  Table  17,  p. 90. 
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TABLE  17:    PROJECTED  DAILY  PROJECT-GENERATED  EMISSIONS  IN  1985  (tons/day) 


1985  Projected 


Vehicular  Fuel  Natural  Gas  Total  Project  Regional 

Combustion*  Combustion**  Emissions  Emissions*** 

Carbon  Monoxide         0.277              negligible  0.277  3,367 

Hydrocarbons              0.024              negligible  0.024  797 

Nitrogen  Oxides         0.026              negligible  0.026  692 

Sulfur  Oxides            0.003              negligible  0.003  435 

Particulate               0.004              negligible  0.004  192 


"s^AAQMOr  1^981 ,  EMFAC-6C  Vehicular  Emission  Factors. 

**U.S.  EPA,  1977,  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Third 
Edition,  p.  1.4-2.   ITegTTgTFTe 'f s  Tess  than  O.OOl  fons7(Jay. 
***Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD,  MTC,  1979,  1979  Bay 
Area  Air  Qua! ity  Plan,  pp.  62-64.    The  region  is  the  nine-County  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District, 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


Roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  analysis  was  carried  out  for  worst-case 
meteorology  and  disperson  conditions  for  streets  carrying  project  generated 
traffic;  the  results  are  shown  in  Table  18,  p.  91. 


The  largest  increase  due  to  the  project,  about  1%  over  the  base  case  and 
cumulative  downtown  development,  and  the  highest  eight-hour  concentration 
would  occur  on  Third  St.  between  Folsom  and  Howard.    Concentrations  for  the 
eight-hour  period  would  reach  9.2  ppm  exceeding  the  applicable  standard  by 
2.2%.    The  highest  one-hour  concentration  is  experienced  on  Main  St.  between 
Market  and  Mission,  with  project  generated  traffic  negligibly  affecting  the  CO 
level  on  this  street  increasing  it  by  0.6%  over  the  base  case  and  cumulative 
downtown  development. 


Although  not  classified  with  regard  to  attainment  status,  San  Francisco  has 
exceeded  the  federal  ambient  lead  standard  (see  Appendix  F,  Table  F-1 , 
p.  383);  the  major  source  of  this  lead  is  gasoline  fuel.    Traffic  generated  by 
the  project  would  increase  exhaust  emissions  of  lead  in  proportion  to  the 
increase  in  vehicle  miles  traveled.    However,  as  use  of  leaded  gasoline 
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TABLE  18:    PROJECTED  LOCAL  ROADSIDE  CARBON  MONOXIDE  IMPACTS* 


Averaging 

Street  Time  1981 


1984** 
Base  Case 


Kearny  (Between  1-hour 
Market  and  Post)  8-hour 


16.6  ppm  13.4  ppm 
9.0*****  7.3 


Post  (Between  1-hour     14.9  12.0 

Kearny  and  Montgomery        8-hour       8.3  6.7 


Third  (Between  1-hour 

Folsom  and  Howard)  8-hour 

Fourth  (Between  1-hour 

Folsom  and  Bryant)  8-hour 

Main  (Between  1-hour 

Market  and  Mission)  8-hour 


19.8  15.8 

11.0*****  8 .8 

19.8  15.7 

10.1*****  8.1 

18.1  14.6 

10.0*****  8.1 


Beale  (Between  1-hour     16.0  12.9 

Market  and  Mission)  8-hour      8.4  6.8 


1984  Base     1984  Base 


13.6  ppm 
7.4 

12.0 
6.7 

16.8 

9,2***** 

17.4 
8.4 

17.7 
8.6 

16.2 
7.3 


13.7  ppm 
7.4 

12.1 
6.8 

17.0 

9,2***** 

17.5 
8.4 

17.8 
8.6 

16.2 
7.3 


*  Calculations  were  made  for  worst-case  disperson  meteorology  according  to 
BAAPCD  (now  BAAQMO),  1975  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Updated  for  EPA,  EI^FAC-6C  motor  "vehicle  emfssfon  rates,  1981. 

**      Base  Case  for  1984  includes  0.2%  non-analyzed  growth. 
***     A  =  Cumulative  Downtown  Development. 
**★*    B  =  Proposed  Project. 

*****  Underlined  values  are  those  exceeding  the  applicable  standard  (35  ppm 
for  one  hour,  9  ppm  for  eight  hours). 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 


decreases,  regional  ambient  lead  concentrations  are  expected  to  decrease  in 
the  future. 


•  Roadside  carbon  monixide  (CO)  analysis  was  carried  out  for  worst-case 
meteorology  and  dispersion  conditions  for  road  segments.  Cumulative 
development  (including  those  projects  listed  in  Table  E-7  and  E-7A, 
pp.  381-382)  would  result  in  violations  of  air-quality  standards  on  three  of 
the  six  road  segments  analyzed  in  Table  18.    The  eight-hour  standard  for 
roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  of  nine  parts  per  million  (ppm)  would  be 
exceeded  on  Third 
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(between  Folsom  and  Howard),  Fourth  (between  Folsom  and  Bryant),  and  Main 
(between  Market  and  Mission).    These  violations  would  occur  less  than  5% 
because  the  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  on  which  this  analysis  is 
based  would  occur  less  than  5%  of  the  time.    Standards  violations  would  not 
occur  on  the  other  three  road  segments  analyzed.    The  project  would  result  in 
an  increase  (1%)  of  the  8-hour  average  on  Third  and  have  a  negligible  effect 
on  other  road  segments  analyzed.    Assuming  worst-case  meteorological  and 
traffic  conditions,  and  a  full  buildout  of  projects  listed  in  Tables  E-7  and 
E-7A  violations  of  the  1-hour  standard  of  35  ppm  would  occur  on  Fourth  and 
Main.    However  assuming  emission  factors  continue  to  be  reduced  due  to 
increased  vehicle  fleet  efficiency,  these  violations  would  not  be  predicted  to 
occur  after  1985.    In  actuality,  the  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  used 
in  the  model  would  be  expected  to  occur  during  clear  cold  winter  evenings. 
These  conditions  would  not  coincide  with  the  traffic  from  cumulative 
development  and  therefore  actual  1-hour  standard  violations  would  not  be 
expected  to  occur.    The  project  would  increase  the  1-hour  average  values  for 
roadside  carbon  monoxide  ranging  from  0.5%  to  1.0%  on  the  six  road  segments 
analyzed. 

In  summary,  implementation  of  the  project  would  add  to  local  and  regional 
accumulations  of  CO,  hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  (the  latter  two  being 
precursors  of  ozone),  particulates,  and  sulfur  oxides  during  adverse 
meteorological  conditions,  such  as  inversions.    The  recently  adopted  regional 
Air  Quality  Plan  found  that  ozone  would  continue  to  be  a  problem,  and  that 
substantial  reductions  in  hydrocarbon  emissions  would  be  necessary  to  attain 
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and  maintain  the  ozone  standard  in  the  Bay  Area./4/    CO  and  particulates  are 
also  problems  on  a  local  scale.    Because  the  project  would  inrease  emissions 
of  hydrocarbons,  CO,  and  particulates,  attainment  of  the  standards  would  be 
impeded.    The  project  would  probably  have  no  measurable  impact  on  citywide  or 
regional  concentrations  nor  on  the  frequency  of  violations  of  the  standards. 
Cumulative  development,  on  the  other  hand,  could  increase  ambient 
concentrations  and  the  frequency  of  standard  violations,  if  the  control 
strategies  for  other  emission  sources  that  are  currently  envisioned  in  the  Air 
Quality  Plan  are  not  implemented. 

Interior  air  quality  would  be  controlled  by  a  variable-air-volume  ventilation 
system  that  would  provide  a  minimum  turnover  of  5  cubic  feet  per  minute  (cfm) 
per  occupant,  or  about  5-6  air  changes  per  hour.    Air  for  ventilation  would 
consist  of  a  filtered  mixture  of  outside  air  and  recirculated  air,  and  would 
maintain  or  surpass  applicable  outdoor  air  quality  standards. 

NOTES  -  Air  Quality 

/I/  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA),  1975,  Compilation  of  Air 
Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  Supplement  #5,  p.  11.2.4-1. 

HI  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Regulation  8,  Rule  3,  Rule  for 
Architectural  Coatings,  adopted  March  1,  1978. 

/3/  U.S.  EPA,  1974,  Compilation  of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors, 
Supplement  #4,  pp.  3.2.7-2,-3. 

/4/  ABAG,  BAAQMD,  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC), 
January  1979,  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area, 
Environmental  ManagemeriTTTanT" 


H.  ENERGY 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  (PG&E)  would  provide  natural  gas  and  electricity  to 
the  proposed  project  through  its  existing  distribution  systems. /I/  The 
project  would  eliminate  the  site's  present  connection  to  PG&E's  district  steam 
system,  because  project  engineers  have  determined  that  use  of  steam  would  be 
economically  feasible  in  the  new  building;  the  cost  of  steam  would  be  up  to 


92 


IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


60%  more  than  the  natural  gas  equivalent  due  to  changes  in  the  rate  structure 
and  reinforcement  charges. /2/ 

During  the  24-month  construction  period,  project  construction  would  require  a 

projected  energy  consumption  of  327  billion  British  Thermal  Units  (Btu) 
at-source./3/    This  projection  includes  the  energy  required  for  fabrication 
and  distribution  of  materials  and  direct  energy  consumption  at  the  project 
site  for  excavation,  transportation,  erection  and  construction. 

Based  on  data  obtained  from  the  state-approved  computer  energy  analysis 
program,  the  proposed  structure  is  projected  to  consume  approximately 
95,500  Btu  per  sq.  ft.  per  year.    This  amount  is  less  than  the  number  shown  in 
Table  19  of  the  now  withdrawn  Federal  Building  Energy  Performance  Standard  for 
San  Francisco  office  buildings  of  101,000  Btu  per  sq.  ft.  per  year.    It  is 
also  lower  than  the  State  Standard  (California  Energy  Commission  Performance 
Standard  for  office  buildings  with  occupancy  greater  than  300  persons)  of 
141,000  Btu  per  sq.  ft.  per  year. 


TABLE  19:    ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  ENERGY  USE  (billion  Btu) 


Existing  Projected  Net  Change 

Electricity                         16.0                            25.0  +9.0 

Natural  Gas                          0.1                             3.3  +3.2 

Steam                             Negligible                       —  — 

Total               16.1                           28.3  +12.2 


SOURCE:  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill;  and  Environmental  Science  Associates, 
Inc. 


The  building  would  exceed  minimum  standards  for  energy  efficiency  as 
established  by  the  California  Energy  Commission ./4/    The  ventilation  system 
would  be  an  all-air  variable-volume  circulation  system  which  would  use 
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outside-air/return-air  clamper  economizer  controls  to  permit  the  use  of  100% 
outside  air  for  cooling  when  the  outside  air  is  of  a  desirable  temperature. 
This  would  reduce  the  air-conditioning  requirements  of  the  structure.  Heating 
would  be  supplied  by  a  natural-gas-fired  boiler  with  a  fuel-oil  backup.  The 
air  conditioning  system  would  be  a  central  centrifugal  water  chilling  system. 
The  project  would  also  include  a  computer-based  Building  Automation  System 
(BAS)  including  temperature  controls  and  energy  monitoring  functions. 
Existing  and  projected  Btu  consumption  is  shown  in  Table  19,  p. 93. 

The  proposed  building  would  have  a  connected  kilowatt  load  of  2,500  KW  and 
would  require  about  2.4  million  kilowatt  hours  per  year,  a  net  increase  of  0.8 
million  KWH  per  year.    This  represents  an  electrical  demand  of  about  12  KWH 
per  sq .  ft.  per  year  as  compared  to  an  estimated  average  for  ten  recently 
proposed  highrise  buildings  in  San  Francisco  of  15  KWH  per  sq.  ft.  per  year 
(see  Appendix  G,  Table  G-1,  p.  385).    The  total  electrical  demand  of  the 
building  would  be  the  same  amount  of  electricity  as  is  used  by  720  average 
residential  customers  in  San  Francisco.    Peak  at-source  electrical  demand  for 
the  project  would  be  860  KWH  or  8.9  million  Btu  at-source  per  hour.  This 
would  occur  at  5:00  p.m.  on  afternoons  in  August  and  would  coincide  with  the 
PG&E  system-wide  (northern  California  service  area)  peak  demand  period  which 
occurs  on  August  afternoons.    Daily  and  annual  electrical  demand  curves  are 
shown  in  Figure  16,  p.  95. 

The  project  would  require  3  million  cu.  ft.  of  natural  gas  per  year  used  for 
space  heating  and  domestic  hot  water,  a  net  increase  of  2.9  million  cu,  ft. 
This  represents  a  natural  gas  usage  of  15  cu.  ft.  of  gas  per  sq.  ft.  per  year 
as  compared  to  an  estimated  average  for  ten  recently  proposed  highrise 
buildings  in  San  Francisco  of  25  cu.  ft.  per  sq .  ft.  per  month  (see  Table  G-1, 
p.  385).    Peak  demand  for  natural  gas  is  about  3,800  cu.  ft.  per  hour  and 
would  occur  at  10  a.m.  on  weekday  mornings  in  January.    This  would  not 
coincide  with  the  PG&E  (northern  California  service  area)  system-wide  peak 
period  for  natural  gas  which  occurs  in  the  early  evening  hours  in  January. 
The  total  natural  gas  demand  of  the  project  would  be  about  the  same  amount  of 
natural  gas  that  is  used  annually  by  about  28  average  residential  customers  in 
San  Francisco.    Daily  and  annual  consumption  patterns  for  natural  gas  are 
shown  in  Figure  17,  p.  96. 
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IV.    Environmental  Impacts 


The  increased  estimated  vehicle  fuel  use  for  traffic  generated  by  the  project 
would  be  about  55,000  gallons  of  gasoline  per  year  (about  22  billion  Btu 
at-source).    This  figure  does  not  include  fuel  consumption  of  the  existing  170 
San  Francisco  Federal  employees  who  would  return  to  the  project  site.  The 
estimated  use  is  based  upon  the  mix  of  vehicles  expected  in  1985;  actual 
vehicle  fuel  use  is  expected  to  decline  until  1995  as  the  vehicle  fleet 
becomes  more  efficient. 


NOTES  -  Energy 

/I/  Alfred  R.  Williams,  Industrial  Power  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric, 
letter  communication,  March  2,  1981. 

in  Harold  Ajmani,  Associate  Engineer,  Skidmore,  Owings,  and  Merrill, 
telephone  communication,  July  22,  1981. 

/3/  Btu,  British  thermal  unit,  is  a  unit  for  measuring  energy.  Technically, 
it  is  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one  pound  of 
water  1  degree  F  at  sea  level.    The  term  "at-source"  means  that  adjustments 
have  been  made  in  the  calculation  of  the  Btu  energy  equivalent  to  account  for 
losses  in  energy  which  occur  during  generation  and  transmission  of  the  various 
forms  of  energy  as  specified  in:    ERCDC,  1977,  Energy  Conservation  Design 
Manual  for  New  Nonresidential  Buildings,  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission,  Sacramento,  CA;  and  Apostolos,  J. A.,  W.R.  Shoemaker, 
and  E.C.  Shirley,  1978,  Energy  and  Transportation,  Sacramento,  CA 
(Project  20-7,  Task  8). 

/4/  California  Energy  Conmission,  July  26,  1978,  Regulations  Establishing 
Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  New  Residential  and  New  Nonresidential 
BiJTTdfngs. 


I.    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 


Project  construction  would  occur  in  three  stages:  demolition,  site  excavation, 
and  construction.    Throughout  the  24-month  construction  period,  trucks  would 
visit  the  site,  initially  hauling  away  dirt  and  debris  and  then  bringing  in 
materials. 


Project  construction  would  require  about  one  month  of  foundation  pile  driving 
with  an  impact-type  (hammer)  pile  driver.    Conventional  unmuffled  and 
unshielded  pile  drivers  emit  noise  levels  of  100  to  110  dBA  at  a  distance  of 
100  ft.  each  time  the  driver  strikes  the  pile.    The  quietest  impact  pile 
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driver  measured  by  the  City  generates  noise  levels  of  92  dBA  at  100  ft.,  but 
is  not  always  compatible  with  construction  requirements.    Assuming  noise 
emissions  of  100  dBA  at  100  ft.,  pile  driving  would  be  audible  to  people  on 
the  streets  within  1,000  ft.  of  the  project  site,  where  not  shielded  by 
intervening  buildings.    Open  windows  are  sometimes  required  for  ventilation  in 
buildings  across  Kearny  St.,  opposite  the  project  site.    During  the  one-month 
period  that  pile  driving  would  occur,  intermittent  noise  levels  in  these 
buildings  would  reach  80  to  85  dBA,  requiring  that  office  workers  shut  the 
windows  or  shout  to  communicate  at  those  times,  and  could  distract  workers  to 
a  degree  that  would  impede  their  work  performance.    In  those  buildings  with 
fixed  windows  adjacent  to  the  site  and  facing  the  site,  pile  driver  noise 
levels  would  be  approximately  60  to  65  dBA.    These  levels  would  temporarily 
interfere  with  normal  speech  at  distances  beyond  3  ft.  and  would  be  annoying 
and  distracting. 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907c)  of  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Code  limits  noise  emissions  from  impact  tools  and  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a 
distance  of  100  ft.  unless  the  Director  of  Public  Works  has  approved  intake 
and  exhaust  mufflers  and  shields  or  shrouds  which  accomplish  maximum  noise 
attenuation.    To  date,  no  muffled  and/or  shielded  pile  driver  has  been 
approved  for  use  in  San  Francisco.    Thus,  use  of  any  impact-type  pile  driver 
would  be  in  violation  of  the  Ordinance.    However,  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  allows  pile  driver  operation  under  certain  conditions,  which  may  include 
specification  of  a  relatively  quiet  pile  driver,  predrilling  of  pile  holes, 
and  specification  of  hours  of  operation  to  reduce  the  number  of  people 
exposed./!/ 

The  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907b)  also  limits  noise  emissions  from  any 
powered  construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.  Adherence 
to  this  limit  would  ensure  that  equipment  would  cause  noise  levels  at  the 
nearest  building  to  be  no  greater  than  present  maximum  noise  levels  due  to 
traffic  and  other  mechanical  equipment. 

NOTES  -  Construction  Noise 

/I/  Ray  McDonald,  Chief  Building  Inspector,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 
Department  of  Public  Works,  telephone  communication,  July  6,  1981. 
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J.    GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

#The  project  would  add  about  122,190  net  leasable  sq.  ft.  of  office  space, 
80  net  sq.  ft.  of  savings  and  loan  branch  space,  and  remove  about  9,440  net 
sq.  ft.  of  retail/restaurant  space  from  the  Financial  District.    Employment  at 
the  site  would  increase  by  about  535,  from  about  220  to  about  770.    Except  for 
San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association,  which  would  occupy  around 
45,000  net  sq.  ft.  in  the  proposed  building,  other  tenants  who  would  occupy 
the  new  building  are  not  known.    Occupants  could  include  tenants  that  expand 
or  relocate  from  other  San  Francisco  locations,  tenants  that  relocate  from 
outside  San  Francisco,  or  firms  new  to  the  Bay  Area.    Therefore,  the  increase 
in  employment  at  the  project  site  would  not  necessarily  represent  employment 
that  is  new  to  San  Francisco.    However,  if  the  building  is  fully  leased  and 
the  availability  of  its  space  does  not  create  permanent  vacancies  in  other  San 
Francisco  office  buildings,  total  employment  in  San  Francisco  would  eventually 
increase  directly  by  about  535  jobs  due  to  the  project.    Approximately  660 
additional  jobs  would  be  indirectly  supported  in  San  Francisco  through  the 
multiplier  effect  (see  Section  IV.,  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors, 
p.  62). 


This  growth  would  be  in  response  to  the  continuing  demand  for  office  space 
located  in  San  Francisco's  Financial  District.    This  demand  would  exist 
whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  is  built.    The  demand  for  office  space 
continues  the  trend  of  strong  growth  in  service  sector  and  headquarters  office 
activities  and  employment.    This  increase  in  downtown  office  space  and 
employment  would  contribute  to  the  continued  growth  of  local  and  regional 
markets  for  goods,  services  and  housing. 

# Development  of  the  Crocker  Tower  and  proposed  office  developments  on  and  near 
Kearny  St.  (see  Figure  2,  p.  11)  could  indirectly  contribute  to  the 
displacement  of  existing  low-intensity  retail  and  light-industrial  uses  on 
Kearny  St.,  especially  between  Market  and  Bush  Sts.    As  higher  intensity  land 
uses  are  developed  on  Kearny  St.,  demand  for  property  on  Kearny  St.  could 
increase,  resulting  in  higher  property  values  and  rents.    Existing  low-scale 
retail  uses  might  either  be  displaced  or  converted  to  higher  intensity  retail 
uses  which  would  command  higher  gross  sales  per  sq.  ft.  than  existing  uses. 
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it  is  expected  that  some  downtown  workers  would  desire  to  live  in  San 
Francisco.    However,  employment  growth  may  not  correspond  directly  to 
increases  in  demand  for  housing  and  City  services  to  residents,  as  some  new 
jobs  would  be  held  by  individuals  who  already  live  in  the  City  but  who 
previously  either  did  not  work  or  worked  outside  the  City,  or  by  those  who 
prefer  to  live  in  surrounding  communities  or  by  those  who  would  not  be  able  to 
afford  housing  in  the  City  (see  pp.  64-66  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  housing 
demand  impacts  of  the  project). 

Any  net  increase  in  downtown  employment  would  increase  the  demand  for  retail 
goods  and  food  services  in  the  area.    By  increasing  office  employees  and 
reducing  retail /restaurant  space,  the  project  would  intensify  the  demand  for 
retail  goods  and  food  services  relative  to  their  supply.    Some  of  this  demand 
would  be  met  locally  by  the  proposed  Lick  Place  Galleria,  located  opposite  the 
site  on  Post  St. 

Increases  in  downtown  employment  would  also  increase  demand  for  business 
services,  to  the  extent  that  the  expanded  space  would  not  be  occupied  by  firms 
providing  those  services.    In  response,  demand  would  increase  for  existing 
space  and  possibly  for  further  new  development. 

No  major  construction  or  capital  improvements  to  municipal  service  systems 
would  be  needed  to  accommodate  the  project  as  no  expansion  thresholds  would  be 
reached.    Thus,  no  expansion  to  the  municipal  infrastructure  not  already  under 
consideration  would  be  required  to  facilitate  the  new  development  and 
increased  employment  at  the  project  site. 
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V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  POTENTIAL  IMPACTS 
OF  THE  PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  project  planning,  design,  and  coordination,  measures  have 
been  identified  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  the  proposed  project.    A  number  of  measures  have  been  or  would  be  adopted 
by  the  project  sponsor  or  their  architects  and  contractors.    Some  mitigation 
measures  are  still  under  consideration,  and  some  have  been  rejected.    Some  of 
the  measures  that  have  been  adopted  as  part  of  the  proposed  project  are 
contained  in  the  June  5,  1981  Final  Initial  Study  for  the  project.  Those 
measures  are  indicated  below,  and  a  letter  stating  the  project  sponsor's 
commitment  to  incoporate  them  in  to  the  project  is  on  file  and  available  for 
public  reivew  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  briefly  below.    Where  a 
measure  has  been  rejected,  the  reasons  for  its  rejection  are  also  discussed. 
Where  a  measure  is  still  under  consideration,  its  implementation  would  be 
optional  on  the  part  of  the  project  sponsor,  architects,  or  future 
contractors,  unless  required  by  the  City  as  a  condition  of  project  approval. 

LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

#  MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

To  help  retain  the  existing  character  of  eating  establishments  at  the 
project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  consider  giving  first  leasing 
priority  to  Sutter's  Mill  and  the  Club  House,  should  either  establishment 
wish  to  continue  business  on  the  project  site.    If  neither  Sutter's  Mill 
nor  the  Club  House  wish  to  relocate  at  the  site,  the  sponsor  would  give 
preferential  leasing  consideration  to  restaurant  applicants. 
Implementation  of  this  mitigation  would  depend  on  whether  either  of  the 
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two  existing  restaurants  could  afford  to  pay  higher  per  sq.  ft.  rent  than 
current  rents  at  the  project  site.    For  Sutter's  Mill,  implementation 
would  also  depend  on  whether  it  would  be  willing  to  decrease  its 
restaurant  space  from  8,200  sq.  ft.  to  1,600  sq.  ft.    See  also  the 
discussion  of  Alternatives  H  and  I,  pp.  182-194  which  could  provide  up  to 
14,400  to  21,000  gross  sq.  ft.,  respectively,  of  retail/restaurant  space 
at  the  project  site. 
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URBAN  DESIGN _AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  proposed  design  would  include  a  public  entrance  alcove  on  Kearny  St. 
opposite  Maiden  Lane  to  emphasize  pedestrian  scale  and  use  in  the  project 
vicinity. 

A  design  feature  such  as  a  commissioned  work  of  art  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  Kearny  St.  entrance  alcove,  providing  pedestrian  interest.  This 
measure  would  relate  to  urban  design  policies  contained  in  Guiding 
Downtown  Development,  which  requires  that  works  of  art  be  incorporated  in 
or  near  new  buildings.  That  document  proposes  that  1%  of  total 
construction  cost  be  invested  in  art  work;  the  cost  of  art  to  be  included 
in  the  entrance  alcove  has  not  yet  been  determined. 

The  proposed  entrance  alcove  would  be  the  width  of  Maiden  Lane,  with  the 
upper  portions  stepped  back  and  landscaped  to  provide  a  visual  terminus  of 
the  axial  view  corridor  extending  from  Union  Square  down  Maiden  Lane  to 
Kearny  St. 

The  ground-floor  retail  use  on  Kearny  St.  would  provide  pedestrian  amenity 
and  interest. 

Light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass  have  been  selected  for  the  proposed 
project.    These  treatments  would  relate  more  to  the  low-rise,  traditional 
buildings  to  the  west  than  do  the  dark  granite  exterior  of  the  Crocker 
Tower,  which  has  reflective  glass,  and  the  dark  cladding  of  the  Aetna 
Building,  which  has  tinted  glass  windows. 

A  first-floor  belt  course  would  be  included  in  the  project  design  to 
visually  link  the  lower  cornice  lines  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  and 
American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  to  the  project. 

The  building  lobby  would  extend  from  Kearny  St.  at  Maiden  Lane  to 

Post  Street,  providing  a  through-block  pedestrian  way;  this  measure  would 
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partially  fulfill  the  proposed  open  space  provision  requirement  of 

1  sq.  ft.  of  open  space  per  25  sq.  ft.  of  proposed  gross  building  floor 

area  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development. 

Design  features  would  be  incorporated  into  the  exterior  of  the  ramp  and 
loading  area  to  minimize  the  visual  effects  of  the  curb  cut  and  Post  St. 
ramp  enterance  on  the  Mechanic's  Institute. 

The  project  would  provide  approximately  3,750  sq.  ft.  of  sun  and  view 
terrace  space  on  the  upper  levels  of  the  building  for  use  by  building 
empl oyees . 

Should  future  development  on  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  project  block 
permit,  the  Kearny  St.  entrance  lobby  would  be  designed  so  that  it  could 
be  connected  with  the  660  Market  St.  Building,  thereby  providing  a 
midblock  pedestrian  way  extending  from  the  Crocker  Plaza  at  Post  and 
Market  Sts.  to  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  on  Post  St. 

Subject  to  approval  of  the  City,  local  wind  shelters  for  pedestrians  would 
be  provided  on  the  sidewalks  by  small  structures  such  as  kiosks  for 
newspaper  or  flower  vendors.    Street  trees  and  other  vegetation  could  also 
function  as  windbreaks.    These  additions  would  be  appropriate  along  Post 
and  Kearny  Sts.  east  and  south  of  the  site,  respectively,  but  would  reduce 
pedestrian  levels  of  service  on  portions  of  these  streets. 

MEASURES  REJECTED 

A  design  incorporating  floor  area  setbacks  at  the  Post  and  Kearny  Sts. 
intersection  of  the  project  site  could  be  expected  to  have  lesser  wind 
impacts  along  these  streets.    The  effectiveness  of  such  a  design  change 
can  only  be  measured  by  additional  wind  tunnel  tests.    This  measure  has 
been  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  useable  office  floor  area 
would  be  reduced. 
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CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

Stained  glass  panels  from  the  Maskey  Building,  presently  located  in  the 
entrance  bay  of  the  Tie  Rack  store,  would  be  retained  and  used  in  the 
public  areas  of  the  project.    Retaining  the  stained  glass  panels  and 
incorporating  them  into  a  new  project  would  not  totally  mitigate  the 
effect  of  demolishing  the  Maskey  Building,  and  would  eliminate  the 
original  architectural  context  of  the  panels. 

Should  evidence  o^  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  of  significance  be  found 
during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the 
President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified. 
The  project  sponsor  would  select  an  archaeologist  to  help  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the  find  and  whether 
feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security  measures,  should  be 
implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts.    The  Environmental 
Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation  measures,  if 
necessary,  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation.    Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the 
discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four 
weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation,  and  retrieval,  if 
appropriate.    This  measure  was  committed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  in  the 
Final  Initial  Study. 

Design  features  would  be  incorporated  into  the  exterior  of  the  ramp  and 
loading  area  to  minimize  the  visual  effects  of  the  curb  cut  and  ramp 
entrance  on  the  Mechanic's  Institute. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  127  of  the  existing  City  Planning 
Code,  San  Francisco  Federal  would  consider  transferring  approximately 
39,000  sq.  ft.  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from  the  Mechanics*  Institute 
to  the  project  site.    Implementation  of  this  measure  would  help  to  ensure 
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the  permanent  preservation  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute,  City  landmark  No. 
134,  by  removing  the  economic  incentive  of  replacing  the  Mechanics' 
Institute  with  a  larger  building  developed  at  the  permitted  basic  FAR  of 
14:1,  exclusive  of  permitted,  interim  control  floor  area  bonuses  for 
housing.    See  pp.  155-157,  pp.  165-167,  and  pp.  173-175  for  a  discussion 
of  the  impacts  of  this  mitigation  measure  if  it  were  to  be  implemented. 

0-     The  project  sponsor  would  consider  making  part  or  all  of  the  monies 

proposed  low-interest  financing  of  housing  rehabilitation  and  construction 
for  the  rehabilitation  of  significant  buildings  in  the  Downtown  or  other 
parts  of  the  City.    The  feasibility  and  implementation  of  this  measure 
would  depend  on  the  City  instituting  the  mechanism  and  guidelines  for 
making  such  funds  available  to  the  public. 

•  MEASURE  REJECTED 

To  fully  address  Resolution  No.  9240,  the  proposed  development  would  have 
to  retain  the  full  structures  of  the  Maskey  and  60  Kearny  St.  Building. 
The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  retaining  both  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building 
and  Maskey  Building  because,  given  the  small  size  of  the  site  914,246  sq. 
ft.)  and  the  locations  of  these  buildings  on  two  non-contiguous  lots, 
reasonable  use  could  not  be  made  of  the  project  site  for  new 
construction.    (See  also  the  discussion  of  Alternative  B,  Variant  3,  on 
p.  140.) 


EMPL0\t1ENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

•  MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  would  consider  providing  low-interest  rate 
financing  for  the  rehabilitation  or  new  construction  of  housing  units  in 
the  City  equal  to  the  amount  of  new  housing  demand  generated  by  the 
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project;  units  to  be  rehabilitated  or  constructed  would  be  identified  by 
the  City  and  the  project  sponsor.    Such  a  mitigation  could  be  carried  out 
through  programs  similar  to  those  currently  conducted  by  San  Francisco 
Federal  S&L. 

In  late  1978,  San  Francisco  Federal  applied  for  a  permit  to  expand  its 
Chinatown  savings  branch  office  by  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    As  a 
mitigation  measure  for  this  expansion/1/,  San  Francisco  Federal  was 
required  to  develop  a  program  with  the  Chinese  Community  Housing 
Corporation  to  provide  mortgage  credit  of  up  to  $10,000,000  for  loans  to 
qualified  borrowers  for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  and  improving 
low-income  housing  in  certain  areas  of  Chinatown.    Although  San  Francisco 
Federal  subsequently  abandoned  its  branch  office  esxpansion  project,  it 
decided  to  fulfill  the  below  market  rate  loan  commitment.    The  program 
included  fixed,  below-market  rate  conventional  loans,  and  provisions  for 
purchasing  tax-free  bonds  for  use  in  the  Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program 
(RAP)  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works.    The  program  continued 
for  three  years.    When  it  expired  on  December  31,  1981,  a  total  of 
$1,838,210  of  the  credit  pool  had  been  used,  resulting  in  the  construction 
and  rehabilitation  of  131  living  units  within  the  Chinatown  area.  In 
addition,  San  Francisco  Federal  is  participating  in  several 
low-interest-rate  housing  purchase,  construction,  and  rehabilitation 
programs  in  the  Bay  Area,  including  the  cities  of  Oakland  and  San  Jose, 
and  the  unincorporated  areas  of  East  Menlo  Park  and  East  Palo  Alto. 


•  MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  indicates  that  it  would  be  willing 
to  contribute  to  the  Citywide  Share  Appreciation  Mortgage  Revenue  Bond 
Program  to  fulfill  its  net  housing  demand  requirement  of  125  units. 
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MEASURES  REJECTED 


According  to  the  formula  contained  in  the  Memorandum,  "Housing  Requirement 
for  Office  Development  in  San  Francisco"  (Dean  Macris,  Director, 
DepartJTient  of  City  Planning,  July  1,  1981),  the  project  would  generate 
demand  for  about  125  housing  units  in  San  Francisco,    The  Planning 
Commission  could  require  the  project  sponsor  to  satisfy  this  demand  by 
development  of  on-  or  off-site  housing,  or  by  other  means  such  as 
contributions  to  a  non-profit  housing  development  corporation.  This 
measure  was  rejected  by  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  because,  as  a  savings 
and  loan  institution,  it  believes  it  could  best  serve  the  City's  housing 
needs  by  providing  below-market  financing  for  purchasing,  constructing  or 
rehabilitating  housing  in  other  than  the  downtown  area.    San  Francisco 
Federal  also  rejects  this  measure  because  housing  constructed  on  the 
project  site  would  be  affordable  only  to  upper-income  households,  and 
would  not  provide  low-  and  moderate- income  housing  units,  which  are 
currently  in  short  supply. 


#  NOTE  -  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 


/I/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  letter  communication,  March  26,  1982. 


TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 


The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the 
Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Muni  and  with 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  to  determine  feasible  traffic 
mitigation  measures  during  construction  which  would  be  satisfactory  to  all 
parties . 
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Project  contractors  would  insure  that  paving,  landscaping  and  structures 
in  the  sidewalk  area  would  be  placed  (subject  to  City  approval)  so  as  to 
minimize  interference  with  pedestrian  traffic. 

Subject  to  approval  by  the  Traffic  Engineering  Bureau,  the  project  sponsor 
would  install  a  pedestrian  barrier  along  the  Kearny  St.  curb  fronting 
Maiden  Lane  to  discourage  jaywalking  by  pedestrians  from  Maiden  Lane  to 
the  entrance  alcove  of  the  project.    This  measure  would  reduce  effective 
sidewalk  widths,  and  may  affect  pedestrian  flows  on  the  western  side  of 
Kearny  St.,  opposite  the  project  block. 

During  the  construction  period,  construction  truck  movement  would  be 
limited  to  the  hours  between  9  a.m.  and  4  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour 
traffic  conflicts. 

Building  directories  and  visual  aids  indicating  the  location  of  the 
freight  elevators  would  be  placed  in  the  loading  area  of  the  building. 
This  measure  would  be  consistent  with  proposed  off-street  loading 
requirements  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development  (p.  D-10) 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet 
the  peak  demand  generated  by  cumulative  commercial  development  in  the 
downtown  area,  the  project  sponsor  would  contribute  funds  for  maintaining 
and  augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the 
demand  created  by  the  project,  as  provided  by  Board  of  Supervisors 
Ordinance  Number  224-81  or  any  subsequent  equitable  funding  mechanism 
developed  by  the  City. 

During  construction,  the  project  sponsor  would  minimize  cumulative 
construction  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  and  street  excavation  by 
coordinating  with  construction  contractors  and  affected  utility  companies 
for  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  which  are  currently  under  construction, 
are  planned  for  construction  or  later  become  known. 
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The  building  would  have  "eyebolt  fixtures"  suitable  for  suspending  Muni 
trolly  wires  on  the  Post  and  Kearny  St.  frontages,  in  accordance  with 
recommendations  of  the  Muni  planning  department.    Trolley  buses  are 
planned  to  begin  running  on  Post  St.  within  the  next  two  years. 

Within  a  year  of  full  occupancy  of  the  project,  the  project  sponsor  would 
conduct  a  survey,  in  accordance  with  methodology  approved  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  to  assess  actual  trip  generation  patterns  of 
project  occupants  and  actual  pick-up  and  drop-off  areas  for  car  pool  and 
van  pools.    The  project  sponsor  would  make  this  survey  available  to  the 
Department.    Alternatively,  at  the  request  of  the  Department,  the  sponsor 
would  provide  a  fair  and  equitable  in-lieu  contribution  toward  an  overall 
transportation  survey  for  the  downtown  area  to  be  conducted  by  the  City. 

As  proposed  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  a  transportation  broker  would 
be  located  in  the  project  management  office  of  the  building  to  encourage 
transit  use  through  the  sale  on-site  of  BART  and  Muni  passes  to  employees, 
and  to  encourage  car  pool  and  van  pool  systems  in  cooperation  with  RIDES 
for  Bay  Area  Commuters  by  providing  a  central  clearinghouse  for  car  pool 
and  van  pool  information. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  designating  a  portion  of  the 
23  proposed  parking  spaces  as  short-term  parking,  in  response  with 
Objective  1,  Policy  4  of  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  which 
discourages  long-term  parking  in  the  Downtown  Core. 

A  surface-level,  off-street  loading  area  could  be  provided  in  the  area  of 
the  site  proposed  for  the  loading  ramp.    This  may  preclude  the  provision 
of  off-street,  basement-level  parking  if  the  ramp  area  is  changed  to  a 
street-level  loading  area. 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  establishing  flex-time  work  hours  for 
office  employees,  as  savings  and  loan  operations  permit,  to  reduce 
peak-hour  traffic  impacts. 
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As  proposed  in  the  Final  Initial  Study,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Compnay 
could  coordianate  work  schedules  with  other  utilities  requiring  trenching, 
so  that  street  disruption  would  occur  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours. 
This  measure  would  be  implemented  through  the  San  Francisco  Committee  for 
Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP). 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  providing  preferential  parking  for 
carpools,  vanpools,  bicycles,  handicapped  and  short-term  parkers. 

Provision  of  two  off-street  loading  spaces  is  being  considered  by  the 
project  sponsor  instead  of  one  space  as  is  currently  proposed.  Provision 
of  two  loading  spaces  would  comply  with  the  proposed  loading  dock 
requirement  (0.1  space  per  10,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  bank  and  office  use  for 
buildings  containing  over  100,000  sq.  ft.)  now  under  consideration  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development.    Provision  at 
two  loading  spaces  would  reduce  the  number  of  off-street  parking  spaces 
planned  for  the  basement  level. 

The  sponsor  would  investigate  the  development  of  shared  off-site  parking 
facility  South  of  Market  St.  to  provide  part  or  all  of  the  23  parking 
spaces  proposed  for  the  project. 

The  sponsor  would  consider  the  installation  of  a  sidewalk  bulb  at  the  Post 
and  Kearny  Sts.  intersection  of  the  project  site,  subject  to  approval  by 
the  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Traffic  Division. 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  incorporating  design  features  into  the 
facade  treatment  of  the  project  which  could  accommodate  informal  seating 
for  passengers  waiting  to  be  picked  up. 

MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  PUBLIC  AGENCIES 

The  overload  that  would  occur  in  Muni,  BART,  A-C  Transit,  and  the  SamTrans 
mainline  (Highway  101  Route)  due  to  cumulative  development  could  be 
mitigated  by  provision  of  additional  buses,  by  headway  changes,  and 
possibly  by  shifts  in  routes.    Implementation  of  this  mitigation  measure 
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would  depend  primarily  on  the  availability  of  funds  and  on  actions 
initiated  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  and  the 
respective  transit  agencies  and  districts. 

The  projected  peak-hour  Level  of  Service  at  the  intersection  of  Beale  and 
Mission  Sts.  would  be  reduced  to  F  under  cumulative  development 
conditions,  including  the  proposed  project.    The  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Public  Works  could  mitigate  this  effect  by  restriping  the  Beale  St. 
approach  to  the  intersection.    At  the  present  time,  Beale  St.  is  striped 
for  three  lanes  southbound.    There  is  a  bus  stop  on  the  west  side  and 
curbside  parking  on  the  east  side.    Sufficient  width  is  available  to 
restripe  the  approach  to  five  lanes  if  towaway  restrictions  were  placed  on 
the  curbside  parking  during  peak  hours.    The  resulting  lane  pattern  could 
be  one  left-and-freeway  lane,  two  freeway-only  lanes,  one  through  lane  and 
one  through-and-right  lane.    The  Level  of  Service  would  change  from  F  to  D 
(volume  to  capacity  ratio  (v/c)  change  from  1.03  to  0.84)  for  the 
suggested  pattern.    Such  a  measure  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Division  of  Traffic  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and 
would  be  considered  as  a  possible  mitigation  measure  at  such  time  as  the 
projected  conditions  develop. 


AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  general  contractor  would  sprinkle  unpaved  demolition  and  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  a  day  to  reduce  dust  generation  by 
approximately  50%. 

The  general  contractor  would  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment 
so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions. 

During  construction,  drivers  of  trucks  in  loading  or  unloading  queues 
would  turn  off  their  engines  when  not  in  use  to  reduce  vehicle  emissions. 
This  measure  has  already  been  committed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  in  the 
Final  Initial  Study. 
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The  project  sponsor  would  comply  with  BAAQMD  Regulation  8,  Rule  3  which 
provides  for  use  of  water-based  paints  rather  than  oil-based  paints  to 
reduce  hydrocarbon  emissions  by  up  to  75%. 

The  general  contractor  would  use  water-based  or  latex  paints  on  all 
interior  drywalls  painted,  rather  than  oil-based  paints  which  emit 
hydrocarbons  while  drying.    This  would  reduce  hydrocarbons  from  drying 
paint  by  about  60%. 


ENERGY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  would  exceed  the  minimum  energy  use  requirements  of  Title  24 
of  the  California  Administrative  Code. 

Wherever  possible,  office  suites  would  be  equipped  with  individualized 
light  switches,  time  clock  operation  and  fluorescent  lights  to  conserve 
electric  energy. 

The  HVAC  system  would  be  equipped  with  an  economizer  cycle  to  use  outside 
air  for  cooling,  as  feasible. 

Tne  project  sponsor  and  project  engineer  would  meet  with  the 
Energy  Conservation  Department  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  the 
energy  staff  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  review  measures  taken 
to  reduce  energy  conservation. 

Where  feasible,  project  lighting  would  be  designed  for  lighting  levels  of 
not  more  than  two  watts  per  sq.  ft. 
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The  project  sponsor  would  consider  incorporating  peak-load  management 
measures  to  lower  demand  during  PG&E  peak-hour  demand  periods. 

The  project  sponsor  would  investigate  the  use  of  solar  collectors  for 
domestic  hot  water,  if  feasible. 

The  building  operator  would  be  directed  to  provide  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  with  one  year  of  monthly  energy  consumption  (natural  gas  and 
electricty)  data  after  the  building  is  in  normal  operation.  If 
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consumption  exceeds  the  amount  projected  in  the  EIR,  the  owner/operator 
would  agree  to  have  P6&E  or  another  certified  energy  audit  performed,  and 
to  implement  those  recommended  energy  conservation  measures  which  have  a 
three  year  payback. 

A  centralized  management  computer  system  could  be  used  to  monitor  off-hour 
(evenings  and  weekends)  heating  and  air  conditioning  use;  tenants  would  be 
charged  for  off-hour  heating  and  air-conditioning  service  used,  which 
would  be  a  conservation  incentive.    Implementation  of  this  measure  could 
discourage  the  use  of  flex-time  by  building  employees. 

Data  from  the  Microclimatic  Study  (see  Appendix  B,  p.  351)  could  be  used 
to  determine  the  optimal  locations  for  ventilation  intake  and  exhaust 
vents . 

MEASURES  REJECTED 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  requested  that  the  project  sponsor 
incorporate  the  ability  to  generate  electricity  on-site  into  the  planned 
operation  of  the  project.    This  measure  was  rejected  because  project 
engineers  have  determined  that  on-site  electrical  generation  would  not  be 
feasible.    A  project  of  this  type  and  size  would  not  have  matched  heating 
and  electrical  demand  to  make  this  a  feasible  measure. 

The  use  of  waste  heat  to  preheat  domestic  hot  water  was  rejected  by  the 
project  sponsor  because  the  project  plans  already  incorporate  the  use  of 
waste  heat  into  the  air-conditioning  system. 

The  project  design  could  incorporate  floor-by-floor  metering  so  that 
energy  costs  could  be  allocated  among  tenants  according  to  usage.  This 
would  be  done  either  by  installing  a  separate  sub-meter  on  each  floor,  or 
by  running  separate  service  to  each  floor  from  a  central  metering  board. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  floor-by-floor  metering  by  either 
method.    Submetering,  where  it  is  shown  to  be  impractical,  is  prohibited 
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by  Rule  18  of  the  California  PUC  Rules  and  Regulations,  "Supply  to 
Separate  Premises  and  Submetering  of  Electric  Energy."    The  project 
sponsor  believes  that  the  complexity  of  measuring  use  and  billing  each 
tenant  according  to  coirwnercial  rate  schedules  renders  this  method 
impractical.    Locating  meters  on  the  main  floor  with  individual  service 
lines  running  to  each  floor  would  greatly  increase  the  amount  of 
electrical  conduit  required.    This  would  be  an  inefficient  use  of 
materials  and  building  floor  area;  the  benefits  in  reduced  energy 
consumption  that  would  result  from  this  practice  have  not  been  documented 
for  commercial  highrise  buildings. 
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V.    Mitigation  Measures 


CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  sponsor  and  project  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Bureau  of 
Engineering  to  determine  necessary  and  feasible  measures  to  reduce  noise 
during  the  one  month  period  that  piledriving  would  occur  and  would  agree 
to  comply  with  any  conditions  required  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
on  this  issue,  such  as  limiting  the  hours  that  piledriving  could  occur. 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

The  construction  and  geotechnical  consultants  for  the  project  could  study 
the  feasibility  of  using  an  alternative  foundation  which  would  eliminate 
the  need  for  piledriving  during  construction. 

Holes  could  be  predrilled  for  the  piles  to  reduce  noise  impacts;  piles 
would  be  then  driven  the  remaining  distance  required. 

In  addition  to  proposed  mitigation  measures  listed  above,  the  following 
measures  have  been  committed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  in  the  Final  Initial 
Study  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  325): 

UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

To  reduce  the  need  for  police  protection  services,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  would  provide  internal  security  measures  for  the  proposed 
offices  such  as  a  guard  station  at  the  employee  entrance,  closed  circuit 
television  cameras  and  internal  security  personnel;  these  measures  would 
be  in  addition  to  the  normal  security  measures  that  would  be  provided  by 
San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  at  the  main  savings  branch. 
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V.    Mitigation  Measures 


The  project  would  incorporate  all  eniergency  response  systems  stipulated  by 
the  Life  Safety  Code,  including  fire  alarms,  an  emergency  communication 
system,  emergency  communication  systems,  an  emergency  power  supply  and  an 
on-site  emergency  water  supply.    These  measures  would  reduce  hazards  to 
building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake  or  fire. 

The  project  would  incorporate  low-flow  faucet  and  toilet  fixtures  to 
reduce  water  consumption  and  wastewater  volume. 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  containers  to  building  tenants  for 
collection  and  storage  of  recyclable  solid  wastes,  such  as  glass,  metal, 
computer  cards,  and  newspapers. 

The  building  would  be  equipped  with  a  trash  compactor  to  reduce  the  volume 
of  solid  waste  requiring  storage  and  transport. 

LAND  (Topogra phy.  Soils,  Geol qgy). 

A  detailed  foundation  and  structural  design  study  would  be  conducted  for 
the  building  by  a  licensed  structural  engineer  and  a  geotechnical 
consultant.    The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  these 
studies  during  the  final  design  and  construction  of  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  would  post  a  surety  bond,  if  required  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  before  issuance  of  a  permit  to 
excavate.    Such  a  bond  would  protect  the  City  against  damages  to 
City-owned  sidewalks,  streets  and  utilities.    The  project  sponsor  would 
require  the  project  contractor  to  obtain  a  Faithful  Performance  and 
Payment  Bond  and  to  be  responsible  for  any  damage  to  existing  buildings 
which  might  result  from  excavation.    This  bond  would  protect  the  project 
sponsor  and  owners  of  adjacent  properties  if  any  damage  to  these 
properties  were  to  result  from  construction  activities. 
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VI.    Significant  Environmental  Effects 


•    VI.    SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRO^MENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED 
IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

#  The  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  the  Maskey  Building  at  46  Kearny 
St.  and  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  which  are  contained  on  the  City  Planning 
Commission's  list  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Important  Buildings 
in  the  Downtown,  and  are  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey.    The  Maskey 
Building  was  recommended  for  designation  as  a  City  landmark  by  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  on  September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was 
subsequently  rejected  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and,  on  appeal,  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  10,  1982. 


EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 


The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  leasable  office  space  of 
122,190  sq.  ft.    The  project  would  also  result  in  a  net  loss  of  9,440  sq.  ft. 
of  net  leasable  retail  space.    The  project  would  accommodate  an  increase  in 
on-site  employment  of  as  many  as  535  employees  and  would  require  the 
displacement  of  about  sixteen  businesses  employing  about  50  persons. 
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VI.    Significant  Environmental  Effects 


TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 


Construction  traffic  would  intermittently  lessen  the  carrying  capacity  of 
access  streets  and  haul  routes  during  the  24-month  construction  period. 
Installation  of  underground  utility  connections  would  also  cause  traffic 
disruptions. 

The  single  loading  bay  proposed  for  the  basement  level  would  meet  off-street 
loading  requirements  of  the  existing  City  Planning  Code,  but  would  not  meet 
the  average  demand  for  off-street  loading  space  at  the  project  site;  tnis 
demand  could  be  met  by  existing  on-street  loading  spaces  on  Post  St.,  or  by 
providing  two  off-street  loading  spaces. 

The  project  would  provide  23  parking  spaces,  but  would  generate  a  projected 
daily  parking  demand  of  270  parking  spaces.    This  represents  a  projected  daily 
parking  deficit  of  approximately  250  project-related  spaces. 

The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  transportation  impacts  in  the 
downtown  area,  including  increased  traffic  volumes,  decreases  in  levels  of 
service  and  increased  transit  ridership  and  loading. 


ENERGY 

Projected  total  energy  use  for  the  project  is  95,500  Btu  per  sq .  ft.  per 
year.    Annually  the  project  would  consume  an  estimated  2.4  million  KWH  of 
electricity,  3  million  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas,  ana  55,000  gallons  of 
gasol ine. 


[Page  115  has  been  deleted] 
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VII.  Alternatives 


LIST  OF  ALTERNATIVES  PAGE 


A.  No  Project  118 

B.  Retaining  the  Maskey  Building  and/or  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  119 

Variant  B.l:     Retain  the  Maskey  Building  120 

Variant  B.la:    Retain  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building  structure  125 

Variant  B.lb:  Retain  the  Maskey  Building  and  Sutter's  Mill  133 
Variant  B.2:     Integrate  and  Retain  the  front  40%  of  the 

Maskey  Building  137 
Variant  B.3:     Retain  both  the  Maskey  Building  and  the 

50  Kearny  Building  140 

C.  Combined  Housing  and  Office  Development  Providing  On  Site 

Housing  Demanded  By  the  Project  140 

D.  Development  Conforming  to  Guiding  Downtown  Development  144 

*E.    Retain  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  at  Existing  Location  on 

Project  Site  150 

*  Variant  E.l:     Development  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1  154 

*  Variant  E.2;     Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor 

Area  Complying  with  the  Existing  City 

Planning  Code  155 

*  Variant  E.3:     Transfer  of  Development  Rights  Complying  with 

Guiding  Downtown  Development  157 


*F.    Move  Full  (Six-Bay)  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  Opposite  160 
Maiden  Lane 

*  Variant  F.l:     Development  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1  163 

*  Variant  F.2:     Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor 

Area  Complying  with  the  Existing  City 

Planning  Code  165 

*G.    Move  Reduced  (Four-Bay)  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  Opposite 

Maiden  Lane  168 

*  Variant  G.l:     Development  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1  171 

*  Variant  G.2:     Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor 

Area  Complying  with  the  Existing  City 

Planning  Code  173 

H.  Four-Bay  Maskey  Facade  with  a  340  Ft. -High  Corner  Tower  182 

I.  Six-Bay  Maskey  Facade  with  a  370  Ft. -High  Corner  Tower  189 


Indicates  alternatives  that  were  incorporated  by  reference  into  the 
December  18,  1981  Draft  EIR  from  the  March  12,  1982  Draft  EIR  Addendum. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


VII.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


ALTERNATIVE  A  -  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative,  as  defined  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act, 
would  involve  no  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now  exists.    The  five 
buildings  which  occupy  the  project  site  would  remain,  presumably  in 
substantially  the  same  conditions  and  uses  that  exist  in  1981.    San  Francisco 
Federal  S&L  would  continue  to  occupy  approximately  39,830  net  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area  in  four  of  the  five  buildings  occupying  the  site,  with  an  eventual 
increase  in  occupied  space  as  the  number  of  San  Francisco  Federal  employees 
continue  to  increase  at  an  average  historical  rate  of  4%  per  year.  In 
general,  the  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  remain 
substantially  as  described  elsewhere  in  the  Environmental  Setting  section  of 
this  report,  (see  Section  II,  pp.  22-48  for  a  discussion  of  exisiting 
conditions).    With  no  project,  existing  structures  on  the  site  would  be 
retained  in  their  present  condition.    Present  levels  of  traffic,  parking 
demand,  transit  demand,  air  pollution,  energy  consumption,  on-site  employment, 
and  wind,  shadow  and  visual  effects  now  attributable  to  the  buildings  on  the 
site  would  continue  to  exist. 

This  alternative  would  eliminate  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project  upon  the 
two  architectural  and  historic  buildings  on  the  site,  as  no  demolition  or 
relocation  would  be  required.    Existing  buildings  on  the  site,  constructed 
between  1906  and  1924,  would  continue  to  pose  life  safety  and  seismic  hazards 
to  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  and  to  other  occupants  of  buildings  on  the 
project  site  unless  renovated  to  current  San  Franicisco  building  code 
requirements.    The  no-project  alternative  would  lessen  other 
employment-related  effects  identified  above,  as  approximately  550  fewer  people 
would  be  employed  at  the  project  site.    This  alternative  would  eliminate  the 
need  to  dislocate  businesses  and  retail  uses,  employing  approximately 
50  people,  which  now  occupy  the  structures. 


118 


VII.  Alternatives 


SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  the  existing 
buildings  at  the  project  site,  built  between  1905  and  1924,  would  not  provide 
more  efficient  space  for  San  Francisco  Federal 's  savings  and  loan  operations, 
currently  conducted  at  the  site  in  four  separate  buildings.    Location  of 
business  functions  in  four  separate  buildings,  with  separate  entrances  and 
elevator  cores,  hampers  the  efficiency  of  operations  at  San  Francisco  Federal 
S&L. 

This  alternative  was  also  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  it  would  not 
provide  additional  building  space  for  anticipated  employment  growth; 
San  Francisco  Federal  currently  occupies  about  88%  of  the  net  leasable  office 
space  at  the  project  site.    The  no-project  alternative  would  eventually 
preclude  use  of  the  project  site  as  headquarters  for  San  Francisco  Federal,  as 
further  dispersion  of  its  operations  to  other  locations  would  be  required  to 
provide  additional  space,    San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  indicates  that  retaining 
the  existing  mixture  of  buildings  with  different  heights  and  exteriors  on  the 
project  site  would  not  provide  a  unified  design  that  would  identify  its 
headquarters  offices. 


ALTERNATIVE  B:    RETAINING  THE  MASKEY  BUILDING  AND/OR  THE  60  KEARNY  ST. 
BUILDING 

The  Maskey  Building  and  60  Kearny  St.  Building  are  listed  as  "architectural  or 
historically  significant  buildings  in  the  Downtown,"  by  City  Planning 
Comnission  Resolution  No.  8600,  "meriting  special  concern  for  preservation  in 
part  or  in  whole."    The  Maskey  Building,  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey,  is 
currently  under  consideration  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  for 
designation  as  a  City  Landmark;  the  landmarks  designation  currently  scheduled 
to  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Comnission  on  January  28,  1982.  This 
alternative  would  consider  retaining  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building,  and  all  or 
part  of  the  Maskey  Building,  and  would  consist  of  the  following  four  variants: 
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VII.  Alternatives 

Variant  1:      Retaining  the  Maskey  Building 

Variant  la:    Retain  75%  of  the  Exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building 
Variant  lb:    Retain  Maskey  Building  and  Sutter's  Mill 

Variant  2:      Integrating  and  retaining  the  front  40%  of  the  Maskey  Building 

Variant  3:      Retaining  both  the  Maskey  Building  and  the  60  Kearny  St. 
Building 


VARIANT  1:    RETAINING  THE  MASKEY  BUILDING 

In  this  alternative,  new  development  on  the  project  site  would  occur  only  on 
Lots  7,9,  10  and  11.    Lot  8,  containing  the  Maskey  Building,  would  not  be 
developed;  this  building  would  be  retained  and  preserved.    This  alternative 
assumes  that  Lot  7  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  site,  which  has  a  site  area 
of  approximately  3,070  sq.  ft.,  would  be  developed  as  a  building  separate  from 
the  Maskey  Building  or  corner  building.    Floor  area  development  rights  of  the 
parcel  containing  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  transferred  to  the  corner 
parcels.  Lots  9,  10,  and  11,  where  a  single  office  tower  would  be  developed 
(see  Figure  18,  p.  121).    Such  a  transfer  is  provided  for  in  Section  127  of 
the  City  Planning  Code.    The  total  gross  floor  area  on  the  site  in  this 
alternative  would  be  about  199,400,  with  a  maximum  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  of 
14:1;  the  199,400  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  would  include  the  retained 
Maskey  Building. 


A  15-story  building  would  be  developed  on  Lot  7.    This  building  would  contain 
approximately  42,920  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  providing  approximately 
2,850  sq.  ft.  of  space  per  floor.    Assuming  use  of  15%  to  20%  of  the  floor 
area  for  an  eastern  elevator  core,  stairwells,  and  mechanical  equipment  areas, 
the  15-story  building  would  contain  about  2,200  to  2,400  sq.  ft.  of  leasable 
space  per  floor.    No  off-street  loading  would  be  required  for  this  building. 
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Maskey  Building 

Comer  Tower 


FIGURE  1 8:  Alternative  Retaining  the 

SOURCE:    Skidnore,  Ouings  and  Merrill  Maskey  Building  "  ISOmetrIC 

View 
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VII.  Alternatives 


On  Lots  9,  10,  and  11,  a  23-story  tower,  containing  approximately 
125,390  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  would  be  constructed  in  this 
alternative.    It  might  be  possible  to  structurally  integrate  the  six-story 
Maskey  Building  into  the  lower  six  floors  of  the  corner  tower  to  increase  the 
efficiency  of  floor  area  sizes.    Assuming,  however,  that  the  corner  tower 
would  be  constructed  as  a  separate  building,  that  building  would  contain 
approximately  5,400  gross  sq.  ft.  per  floor,  providing  about  4,300  to 
4,600  sq.  ft.  of  net  leasable  space  per  floor.    An  underground  or 
surface-level  loading  bay  would  be  provided  on  Post  St.,  at  a  location  on  the 
site  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

Ground-floor  uses  in  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
proposed  project:    the  23-story  corner  tower  on  Lots  9,  10  and  11  would 
contain  the  main  savings  branch  of  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L,  and  the  Maskey 
Building  and  the  15-story  building  on  Lot  7  would  contain  retail  uses. 

Development  of  this  alternative  would  not  require  demolition  of  the  Maskey 
Building.    Retention  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  require  extensive  structural 
restoration.    To  reestablish  the  full  design  quality  of  the  facade  of  the 
Maskey  Building,  the  remodeled  ground-leve,l  entrance  bay  would  have  to  be 
restored  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  original  facade  (see  Figure  10,  p.  29). 

0   Proposed  transfer  of  development  rights  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown 

Development  (GDP)  would  not  be  allowed  for  this  alternative  because,  although 
it  would  retain  the  Maskey  Building,  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  would  be 
demol ished. 

0  GDP  proposes  that  unused  development  rights  could  be  transferred  to  any  other 
site  in  the  same  zoning  district  "unless  development  of  the  site  would  result 
in  the  destruction  or  substantial  alteration  of  another  significant  building" 
(see  GPP  pp.  21-22,  and  F-10).    Development  of  an  alternative  which  demolished 
the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  would  not  comply  with  the  transfer  of  development 
right  requirements  of  GPP.    Development  of  the  site  which  preserved  the  Maskey 
Building  may  be  considered  to  partially  adhere  to  this  provision  of  GDD. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


#  Alternative  B,  Variant  1,  would  entitle  the  project  sponsor  to  investment  tax 
credits,  accelerated  cost  recovery,  and  donation  of  preservation  easement  for 
preserving  the  Maskey  Building. 

#  Land-use  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
proposed  project.    Urban  design  effects  under  this  alternatve  would  differ 
from  the  project  because  three  separate  buildings,  including  a  23-story, 
305-ft.-high,  corner  tower,  would  be  developed  at  the  site,  instead  of  the 
single,  230-ft.-high,  16-story  building  currently  proposed.    The  scale  of  the 
corner  tower  would  relate  visually  more  to  the  taller  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna 
Building  than  to  the  older  low-rise  buildings  to  the  north  and  west.  No 
20-ft.  setback  would  be  provided  from  the  roofline  of  the  Mechanics  Institute 
on  the  Post  St.  frontage  of  the  project.    A  visual  terminus  from  Maiden  Lane 
would  be  provided  because  existing  views  of  the  rear  facade  of  660  Market  St. 
and  sign  scaffolding  of  625  Market  would  be  replaced  by  a  single  building; 
however,  the  small  floor  sizes  would  not  allow  development  of  the  upper-level 
landscaped,  stepped  back  terraces  to  be  incorporated  into  the  design  for  the 
15-story  alternative  building,  as  proposed  in  the  project. 

The  shadow  effects  of  the  23-story,  305-ft.-high  corner  tower  on  the  Crocker 
rooftop  plaza  and  on  the  glass-dome  roof  of  Lick  Place  Galleria  would  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  project,  but  the  length  of  the  shadows  cast  would  be 
extend  farther  than  those  of  the  project. 

#  If  the  building  on  Lot  7  were  proposed  as  a  project  separate  from  the  corner 
tower,  no  off-street  loading  spaces  would  be  required,  as  no  spaces  are 
required  for  office  or  bank  uses  containing  less  than  100,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area.    Should  the  corner  tower  and  the  building  on  Lot  7  be  proposed  as 
one  project,  two  off-street  loading  spaces  would  be  required;  these  spaces 
would  be  provided  at  surface  level  on  Post  St. 

Because  this  alternative  would  contain  approximately  the  same  total  gross 
floor  area  as  the  proposed  project,  construction,  noise, 
transportation-related  and  air  quality  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be 
similar  to  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

An  alternative  that  would  preserve  the  structure  of  the  Maskey  Building  would 
provide  approximately  the  sanre  gross  floor  area  at  the  project  site  as  the 
proposed  project,  but  the  net  leasable  space  would  be  reduced.    The  project 
sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  not  provide  more 
efficient  space  for  its  savings  and  loan  operation.    The  three  buildings 
proposed  in  this  alternative  would  be  required  to  function  independently  (at 
least  at  upper  building  floors),  resulting  in  three  separate  interior 
mechanical,  structural,  and  circulation  systems,  and  inefficient  use  of  floor 
space.    An  alternative  that  would  retain  the  Maskey  Building  would  impair  the 
marketability  of  the  project  to  prospective  tenants,  as  each  of  the  three 
buildings  would  provide  small  leaseable  floor  areas,  and  inefficient  floor 
plans.    A  large  light  well  is  situated  in  the  center  of  the  Maskey  Building 
resulting  in  an  inefficiently  designed  U-shaped  configuration  around  the 
perimeters  of  the  light  well  on  each  floor  of  the  Maskey  Building. 

#  The  project  sponsor  indicates  that  life  safety,  seismic  reinforcing,  and  other 
current  code  standards  would  require  building  improvements  for  the  Maskey 
Building  that  could  not  be  economically  justified.    To  retain  the  Maskey 
Building  would  require  that  the  interior  of  the  building  be  entirely 
demolished  and  reconstructed  to  bring  it  up  to  current  code  requirements  and 
to  meet  the  space  planning  requirements  of  conventional  office  standards.  The 
cost  of  renovating  the  Maskey  Building,  estimated  at  $85.00  per  sq.  ft.  (or  a 
total  of  approximately  $2,762,300)  would  exceed  the  cost  of  construction  a  new 
structure  of  equal  square  footage  ($70.00  per  sq.  ft.,  or  $2,280,600) ./I/ 

The  project  sponsor  further  indicates  that  this  alternative  would  not  meet  its 
project  objectives  of  providing  a  unified  design  that  would  identify  the 
headquarters  offices  of  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L. 

NOTE  -  Alternative  B:    Variant  1 

•  /I/  Donald  P.  Beyer,  Cost  Estimator,  Swinterton  and  Walberg  Co.,  letter 
communication,  March  26,  1982;  and  phone  communication,  March  30,  1982.  The 
letter  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor. 
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ALTERNATIVE  B.la:      RETAIN  75%  OF  THE  EXTERIOR  OF  THE  MASKEY  BUILDING 

The  site  could  be  developed  so  that  at  least  75%  of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey 
Building  structure  would  be  retained.    New  construction  would  take  place  on 
Lots  7,  9,  10  and  11  (see  Figure  2  on  p.  11).    On  Lot  8,  which  contains  the 
Maskey  Building,  new  construction  would  occur  on  approximately  25%  of  the  rear 
central  portion  of  the  building,  where  a  20-ft.-wide  light  well  is  currently 
situated.    The  central  elevator  core  of  this  alternative  would  be  placed  in 
the  location  of  the  light  well,  spanning  the  two  towers  that  would  be  located 
on  either  side  of  the  Maskey  Building  (see  Figures  19  and  20,  pp.  126-127). 

Alternative  B.la  would  be  developed  at  a  14:1  FAR  and  would  contain 
approximately  the  same  amount  of  gross  floor  area  as  would  the  proposed 
project  (see  Table  20,  p.  128).    The  retained  portion  of  the  Maskey  Building 
would  be  about  80  ft.  high;  the  height  of  the  new  construction  would  be  230 
ft.,  the  same  height  as  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

Preserving  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  integrating  it  into  new  construction 
would  require  that  the  Maskey  structure  be  upgraded  to  existing  construction 
type,  structural,  and  fire  and  life  safety  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code.    Some  of  these  standards  might  be  met  by  retrofitting  the 
building. 

New  construction  at  the  site  would  be  Type  I,  which  is  defined  as  a  building 
having  structural  elements,  exterior  walls,  interior  shaft  walls,  interior 
partitioning,  and  roofs  and  floors  of  fire-resistive  incombustible 
construction  (San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Article  4,  T-5C,  5-D,  5-E).  The 
Maskey  Building  has  wood  floors  and  roof  structures,  combustible  interior 
partitioning,  and  no  shaft  protection.    To  comply  with  Type  I  regulations,  the 
building  would  have  to  be  gutted  to  the  steel  frame  and  exterior  wall  and 
reconstructed,  assuming  that  the  existing  frame  and  exterior  wall  could  meet 
Code  requirements  and  not  have  to  be  replaced. 
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SOURCE:   skidmore,  Ouings  and  Merrill        FIGURE  19:  Alternative  B.la  Retaining 

Environmental  Science  75%  of  Maskey  Building 

AseociateBy  Inc. 
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To  comply  with  the  structural  and  seismic  provisions  of  the  Code,  a  detailed 
engineering  analyis  would  have  to  be  conducted  to  determine  whether  the 
existing  foundations,  exterior  walls  and  steel  frame  of  the  building  could  be 
reused  and  could  support  new  construction  above  and  around  the  Maskey  Building 
(Sections  104. B,  104. F,  2308,  and  2304. D  -  2314. H). 

The  Maskey  Building  would  also  have  to  meet  the  fire  and  life  safety 
requirements  for  highrise  buildings  because  it  would  be  integrated  into  new 
highrise  construction.    These  requirements  pertain  to  fire  resistance  (Article 
17,  38,  and  43),  exit  standards  (Article  33),  and  life  safety  (Section  1807). 
Exit  standards,  and  life  safety  requirements  such  as  sprinklers,  alarms  and 
communication  systems  could  probably  be  installed  in  the  existing  Maskey 
structure.    Fire  resistant  requirements  for  incombustible  materials,  however, 
might  require  gutting  the  interior  structure  of  the  building. 

If  all  Building  Code  requirements  were  met,  most  of  the  existing  interior  of 
the  Maskey  Building  would  probably  be  removed  or  substantially  altered;  the 
interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store,  which  contains  the  original  paneling  and 
fixtures  of  the  Maskey  Fine  Candies  store,  could  be  reconstructed.    Should  the 
landmark  designation  of  the  Maskey  Building  be  approved  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  and  subsequently,  by  the  Board  of  Superviosrs,  structural 
alteration  of  the  building  would  require  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  from 
the  City  Planning  Commission. 

The  Commission's  adoption  of  Resolution  No.  9240  states  that  the  Cofimission 
"reaffirms  its  concern  for  preservation  of  Architecturally  Significant 
Buildings,  as  outlined  in  Resolution  No(s).  8275,  8600,  and  8982,  and  hereby 
acknowledges  the  Director's  intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that 
propose  to  demolish  architecturally  significant  buildings."    As  with  the 
project,  this  alternative  would  demolish  the  60  Kearny  Building.  Statements 
made  in  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9240  would  be  applicable  to  this 
alternative. 
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The  extenstive  structural  restoration  required  to  meet  construction  type, 
structural,  and  fire  and  life  safety  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  would,  in  effect,  replace  most  of  the  existing  internal 
structure  of  the  Maskey  Building. 

Splendid  Survivors  indicates  that  the  project  site  is  within  and  adjacent  to 
areas  of  Downtown  "which  appear  to  be  eligible  for  listing  as  National 
Register  Historic  Districts."  (Splendid  Survivors,  p.  248).    The  site  is 
located  within  the  potential  Retail-Shopping  District  (District  No.  2),  which 
is  adjacent  to  the  Kearny  St.  and  the  Market  /  New  Montgomery  St.  Districts 
(District  Nos.  3  and  6).    The  Retail-Shopping  District  stretches  along  two 
blocks  of  Kearny  St.  from  just  north  of  Sutter  St.  to  Pine  St.  Splendid 
Survivors  states  that  a  "Historic  District  is  a  group  of  contiguous  buildings 
or  sites  which  meet  the  criteria  of  the  National  Register.    It  is  not 
necessary  that  each  building  in  a  district  be  individually  eligible,  or  that 
every  building  be  a  positive  contributor,  but  that  collectively  they  represent 
a  unified  ensemble  that  expresses  a  coherent  image  of  a  period  in  the  history 
of  a  place  or  its  architecture"  (p.  248).    For  the  Maskey  Building  to  be 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  potential  Retail-Shopping  Kearny  St.  District, 
75%  or  more  of  the  exterior  walls  of  the  building  would  have  to  be  retained. 
This  alternative,  by  retaining  75%  of  the  exterior  structure  of  the  Maskey 
Building,  would  allow  continued  eligibility  of  the  Maskey  Building  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register. 

Preservation  of  75%  or  more  of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building  could  also 
qualify  it  for  tax  advantages  under  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981. 
San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  would  be  entitlted  to  tax  credits  (Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954,  as  amended.  Sections  38  and  48)  on  only  those  portions  of  the 
Maskey  Building  which  would  be  depreciable  (portions  not  occupied  by  San 
Francisco  Federal ). 

Basement-level  parking  and  off-street  loading  facilities  would  not  be  possible 
in  this  alternative  because  adequate  vertical  clearance  for  trucks  and  vans 
underneath  the  Maskey  Building  could  not  be  provided.    Interim  off-street 
loading  requirements  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on 
January  21,  1982  (Resolution  No.  9286)  require  that  the  project  provide  two 
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off-street  spaces  for  freight  loading  and  service  vehicles,  with  a  minimum 
length  of  35  ft.,  a  minimum  width  of  10  ft.,  and  a  minimum  vertical  clearance 
of  14  ft.    These  requirements  could  be  met  for  this  alternative  by  excavating 
a  deeper  basement  level  under  the  Maskey  Building,  and  underpinning  the  Maskey 
structure.    If  a  deeper  basement  level  were  excavated  under  the  Maskey 
Building,  the  elevator  core  would  have  to  be  placed  farther  into  the  interior 
of  the  building,  allowing  retention  of  about  50%  of  the  exterior  structure. 
The  possibility  of  trucks  and  vans  entering  from  Post  St.  and  exiting  from 
Kearny  St.  was  also  considered  as  a  means  of  accommodating  subsurface  loading 
requirements.    This  scheme  would  require  that  the  elevator  core  be  situated 
even  farther  into  the  interior  of  the  building  toward  Kearny  St.,  essentially 
destroying  the  rear  60%  of  the  building  and  retaining  about  40%  of  the 
exterior  structure.    Adequate  clearance  could  also  be  provided  by  demolishing 
the  first  floor  of  the  Maskey  Building,  but  would  eliminate  use  of  the  light 
well  for  the  elevator  core. 

Because  of  the  limitations  of  providing  subsurface  loading  areas,  this 
alternative  assumes  that  two  off-street  loading  and  service  vehicle  spaces 
would  be  provided  at  surface  level.    The  basement  level  would  contain 
mechanical  equipment;    no  long-term  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  at  the 
project  site.    Surface  level  loading  bays  would  be  provided  on  Post  St.  at  a 
location  similar  to  the  entrance  ramp  of  the  proposed  project 
(see  Figure  20,  p.  127). 

Under  the  interim  controls.  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  are  designated  Transit 
Perferential  streets  and  are  part  of  the  primary  pedestrian  network  of  the 
downtown.    The  loading  area  on  Post  St.  would  have  to  be  completely  enclosed. 
To  maximize  the  amount  of  ground-level  space  for  a  corner  savings  branch  and 
retail  uses  on  the  site,  only  back-in/pull-out  truck  maneuvering  could  be 
accommodated.    Interim  controls  establish  a  maximum  permitted  single  curb  cut 
of  24  ft.  to  handle  surface  level  loading  area;  a  minimum  curb  cut  of  35  ft. 
would  be  required  for  access  to  surface  level  loading  areas  on  Post  St.,  which 
would  not  meet  this  requirement.    For  comparison,  the  entrance  ramp  planned 
for  the  project  would  require  a  curb  cut  of  14  ft. 
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#  Interim  controls  require  that  the  combined  total  width  of  freight  loading 
ingress  and  egress  not  exceed  33%  of  any  single  street  frontage  in  one 
development.    The  surface-level  loading  would  require  about  30%  of  the 
Post  St.  frontage  and  so  would  meet  this  requirement.    Surface-level  loading, 
even  though  covered,  could  be  considered  an  incompatible  use  next  to  the 
Mechanics'  Institute,  a  City  Landmark  (No.  134).    Design  features  would  have 
to  be  incorporated  into  the  entrance  of  the  surface-level  loading  area  to 
minimize  urban  design  effects  on  the  Mechanics'  Institute;  similar  design 
features  would  also  have  to  be  incorporated  into  the  project  to  minimize 
effects  of  the  loading  ramp  planned  for  Post  St. 

#The  site  currently  contains  about  11  ,000  sq.  ft,  of  leaseable  retai  1/resturant 
space.    Of  this  amount,  approximately  6,000  sq.  ft.  is  ground-floor  retail 
space  contained  in  four  establishments:    The  Tie  Rack,  Discount  Camera  Store, 
the  Club  House  resturant  and  Sutter's  Mill  restaurant/bar.    Sutter's  Mill  also 
contains  an  estimated  5,000  sq.  ft.  of  restaurant  space  at  the  mezzanine  and 
second  floor  level.    Ground-level  leaseable  retail  space  of  approximately 
5,500  sq.  ft.  would  be  located  in  the  first  floor  of  the  Maskey  Building 
(3,000  sq.  ft.),  and  in  the  tower  on  Lot  7  (2,500  sq.  ft.).  After 
construction  of  the  Post  St.  surface  level  loading  area,  about  2,750  sq.  ft. 
of  leaseable  floor  area  would  be  available  for  a  ground-level  corner  savings 
branch.    This  amount  would  represent  a  loss  of  about  1,870  sq.  ft.  of  existing 
and  2,250  sq.  ft.  of  proposed  savings  branch  space  for  the  project.  This 
effect  could  be  mitigated  by  locating  the  savings  branch  on  the  ground-level 
of  the  Maskey  Building.    If  structurally  feasible,  the  additional  savings 
branch  space  could  be  provided  by  extending  into  the  ground-level  of  the 
Maskey  Building. 

This  alternative  would  represent  a  net  loss  of  500  sq.  ft.  of  existing 
ground-level  and  5,500  sq.  ft.  of  total  retail/restaurant  space  at  the  site. 
For  comparison,  the  development  of  the  project  would  result  in  a  loss  of 
4,500  sq.  ft.  of  ground-level  and  9,400  sq.  ft.  of  total  retail/restaurant 
space . 
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As  no  parking  would  be  provided  in  Alternative  B.la,  it  would  be  more 
responsive  than  the  project  to  Objective  1,  Policy  4  of  the  Downtown 
Circulation  Plan,  which  "discourages  the  addition  of  new  long-term  parking 
spaces  in  and  around  downtown."    The  on-site  parking  deficit  would  be 
increased  to  265  spaces  in  comparison  to  the  project  deficit  of  250  spaces. 

Shadow,  wind,  employment,  housing  demand,  transportation-related,  air  quail ity 
and  energy  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  (see  pp.  50-97  for  a  discussion  of  these  impacts). 

SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  has  been  rejected  because  preservation  of  75%  of  the  exterior 
walls  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  questionable  given  Building  Code 
requirements  that  would  have  to  be  met,  particularly  fire  resistant 
(construction  type)  requirements  for  exterior  walls  (see  also  the  sponsor's 
reason  for  rejecting  Alternative  B.l,  on  p.  124). 

•  San  Francisco  Federal  believes  that  the  individual  architectural  quality  of 
the  Maskey  Building  would  be  diminished  by  surrounding  it  with  new 
construction.    The  blank  wall  created  by  locating  the  elevator  core  at  the 
rear  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  visually  detract  from  the  Maskey  Building 
and  the  entire  Kearny  St.  frontage  of  the  project  site. 

The  savings  branch  of  2,750  sq.  ft.  that  would  be  provided  in  this  alternative 
would  not  meet  the  sponsor's  space  requirements  for  savings  and  loan 
operations . 

•  VARIANT  B.lb:    RETAIN  MASKEY  BUILDING  AND  SUTTER'S  MILL 

The  site  could  be  developed  so  that  the  Maskey  Building  and  Sutter's  Mill 
building  occupying  Lot  7  would  be  preserved.    New  construction  would  occur  on 
the  corner  parcels  (Lots  9,  10,  and  11),  where  a  28-story,  395-ft.-high  tower 
would  be  built.    As  in  the  proposed  project,  the  site  would  be  developed  at  a 
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14:1  floor  area  ratio,  permitting  development  of  199,440  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area.    The  corner  tower  would  contain  158,640  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area;  the 
Maskey  Building  contains  32,580  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  and  the  Sutter's  Mill 
Building  about  8,220  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area. 

The  395-ft.-high  corner  tower  would  be  165  ft.  taller  than  the  proposed 
project.    As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  have  no  shadow 
effects  on  the  rooftop  plaza  during  summer  months  and  during  the  noon  hour  of 
any  time  of  the  year.    During  winter,  shadows  cast  on  the  Crocker  Rooftop 
Plaza,  and  glass  dome  roof  of  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  would  be  the  same  as 
shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  project  (see  Figure  21,  p.  135). 

During  mid-December  this  alternative  would  contribute  to  the  complete  shading 
of  the  Rooftop  Plaza,  as  would  the  proposed  project. 

The  corner  tower  (and  the  proposed  project)  would  contribute  50-60%  of  the 
shadows  cast,  with  the  remaining  40-50%  of  shadows  cast  by  the  Crocker  Tower 
and  Aetna  Building  (see  Figure  15,  on  p.  58  for  existing  shadows  cast  by  these 
buildings).    During  maximum  or  worst-cast  shadow  conditions,  complete  shading 
of  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  would  occur  for  one  hour  during  the  afternoon 
(3:00  to  4:00  p.m.).    During  spring  and  autumn  months,  the  395-ft.-high  corner 
tower  would  cast  10%  more  shadows  than  would  the  project,  thereby  contributing 
to  the  complete  shading  of  the  rooftop  plaza  during  these  months.  This 
alternative  would  cast  about  70%  of  the  shadows  on  the  rooftop  plaza;  the 
remaining  30%  of  shadows  would  be  cast  by  the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna 
Building.    For  comparison  the  project  would  contribute  60%  of  the  shading  of 
the  rooftop  plaza  during  spring  and  autumn  months.    Under  worst-cast 
conditions,  the  corner  tower  in  this  alternative  would  contribute  to  the 
complete  shading  of  the  rooftop  plaza  for  about  one  hour,  between  2:30  and 
3:30  p.m. 

In  summary,  this  alternative  would  produce  10%  more  shadow  effects  than  the 
proposed  project  during  spring  and  autumn;  and  similar  shadow  effects  during 
the  winter  and  summer  months. 
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LEGEND 

Project  Shadow  (230') 

I     \  Alternative  Shadow  (395/77/42') 

Shadows  shown  are  solar  time. 

Existing  Shadows  cast  by  the  Crocker  Tower 
and  Aetna  Building  are  not  shown.  See  Figure  15 
on  p.  58  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  shadows  cast  by 
the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building. 


3  P.M.  Mid-December 


FIGURE  21 
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Alternative  B.  1b: 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocl<er  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  Galleria 
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Ground-level  uses  would  consist  of  a  corner  savings  branch  of  approximately 
2,700  sq.  ft.  locatea  in  the  new  highrise  tower;  about  3,100  sq .  ft.  of  retail 
uses  located  in  the  Maskey  Building;  and  3,000  sq.  ft.  of  restaurant  space  in 
the  Sutter's  Mill  Building.    An  additional  5,100  sq.  ft.  of  retail/resturant 
space  would  be  located  in  the  mezzanine  and  third  floor  levels  of  Sutter's 
Mill.    This  alternative  would  provide  the  same  amount  of  total 
(11,000  sq.  ft.)  and  ground-level  (6,100  sq.  ft.)  retail/restaurant  as 
currently  exists  on  the  project  site.    There  would  be  a  net  loss  of  1,900 
sq.  ft.  of  savings  branch  space  over  the  existing  corner  savings  branch  space. 

No  off-street,  long-term  parking  would  be  provided  in  this  alternative.  Two 
loading  bays  would  be  required  for  the  corner  tower  under  interim  off-street 
freight  loading  and  service  vehicle  requirements.    (Planning  Commission 
Resolution  No.  9286.)    Underground  loading  could  not  be  provided  on  the  5,500 
sq.  ft.  site  because  there  would  not  be  adequate  vertical  clearance  and 
circulation  area  for  trucks  and  vans.    Access  to  surface-level  loading  would 
be  from  Post  St.    To  retain  the  corner  savings  branch,  only  back-in  /  pull-out 
maneuvering  could  be  accomplished  into  the  enclosed  loading  area.    A  minimum 
curb  cut  of  35  ft.  would  be  required  (see  loading  area  discussion  on  p.  131). 

As  the  total  amount  of  floor  area  provided  in  this  alternative  would  be  about 
the  same  as  in  the  project,  transportation-related,  energy  consumption, 
employment  and  net  housing  demand  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
project. 
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VARIANT  2:       RETAINING  AND  INTEGRATING  THE  FACADE  AND  FRONT  40%  OF  THE  MASKEY 
BUILDING 

This  alternative  would  preserve  the  facade  and  about  40%  of  the  front  portion 
of  the  Maskey  Building  structure.    A  new  building  would  be  constructed  on  the 
rear  portion  of  the  Maskey  Building  parcel  and  on  the  remainder  of  the  project 
site.    If  feasible,  the  lower  floors  of  the  new  building  would  be  structurally 
integrated  into  the  retained  portion  of  the  Maskey  Building.    As  in  the 
proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  be  developed  at  a  maximum  FAR  of 
14:1,  and  would  provide  a  total  of  approximately  199,400  gross  sq .  ft.  of 
floor  area.    This  building  would  be  one  story  taller  and  about  13  ft.  higher 
than  the  project  (see  Figure  22,  p.  138). 

This  alternative  would  require  demolition  of  the  rear  60%  of  the  Maskey 
Building,  but  would  retain  the  front  40%  of  the  building,  thereby  preserving 
the  architectural  detail  of  the  facade.    However,  to  reestablish  the  original 
facade  of  the  the  Maskey  Building,  the  remodeled  ground-level  entrance  bay 
(see  Figure  10,  p.  29)  would  have  to  be  restored  in  a  manner  similar  to  the 
original  facade.    Should  the  Maskey  Building  receive  landmark  status, 
demolition  of  the  rear  portion  of  the  building,  and  alteration  of  the  front 
portion  of  the  building  facade  would  require  that  a  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  be  issued  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  before  demolition  or 
alteration  could  occur. 

If  the  retained  portion  of  the  Maskey  Building  could  be  structurally 
integrated  into  the  lower  floors  of  the  new  building,  this  alternative  would 
allow  development  of  ground-level  retail  and  corner  savings  branch  space,  and 
provision  of  a  through-block  pedestrian  way.    If  structural  integration  of  the 
Maskey  Building  would  not  be  possible,  then  the  proposed  through-block 
pedestrian  way  and  ground-level  retail  would  not  be  provided  because  of  the 
loss  of  useable  ground-floor  space. 

Land  use,  shadow,  employment,  housing,  and  transportation-related  impacts  of 
this  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 
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FIGURE  22:   Alternative  Retaining  the 
SOURCE:    skidmore,  Owings  and  MerMl  Maskey  Building  Facade  and 

Front  40%  of  the  Structure  - 
 Isometric  View  
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SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

#  This  alternative  would  not  meet  the  project  sponsor's  objective  of  providing 
more  efficient  office  space  for  its  savings  and  loan  operations.    The  loss  of 
useable  space  on  the  upper  floors  of  the  new  building  to  accommodate  retaining 
the  front  portion  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  result  in  inefficently  designed 
floor  areas  on  the  upper  ten  floors.    The  possible  structural  integration  of 
the  Maskey  Building  into  the  lower  floors  of  the  new  building  would  also 
reduce  the  efficiency  of  the  lower  floor  areas;  the  heights  of  the  floors  of 
the  Maskey  Building  are  lower  than  modern  office  floor  designs.  Typical 
floor-to-floor  heights  in  a  modern  office  building  are  about  13  ft.  for 
typical  office  floors,  and  about  25  ft.  for  typical  ground  floors.    The  floor 
heights  in  the  Maskey  Building  are: 

ground  floor  -  18.10  ft. 
second  floor  -  12.25  ft. 

third  through  sixth  floors  -  11.25  ft.  each.    The  building  stands  80  ft. 
tall  (77  ft.  to  the  top  cornice  line). /I/ 

Given  the  loss  of  floor  area  efficiency  in  this  alternative,  construction  of 
this  alternative  could  not  be  justified  economically  by  the  project  sponsor; 
retaining  the  front  40%  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  require  structural 
improvements  to  that  portion  of  the  building  estimated  at  a  cost  of  up  to 
$1  million  (1981  dollars),  including  structural  reinforcement  of  the  facade, 
and  complete  reconstruction  of  the  retained  interior  of  the  Maskey  Building  to 
meet  current  building  code  requirements. /2/    The  project  sponsor  believes  that 
this  alternative  would  not  provide  a  unified  design  theme  for  its  headquarters 
offices,  as  the  design  elements  of  the  new  construction  would  not  be 
compatible  with  the  partially  recessed  facade  on  the  Kearny  St.  frontage  of 
the  project. 

#  Demolition  of  the  rear  60%  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  prevent  the  building's 
eligibility  for  investment  tax  credits  under  the  National  Recovery  Tax  Act. 
That  Act  requires  that  at  least  75%  of  the  exterior  of  a  building  be  retained 
to  maintain  eligibility.    The  building  would  also  not  be  eligible  for 
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inclusion  in  the  proposed  Retail-Shopping  District  outlined  in  Splendid 
Surviors.    The  criteria  for  the  proposed  district  also  requires  that  75%  of 
the  exterior  of  the  structure  be  retained. 

#  The  individual  architectural  quality  and  context  of  the  Maskey  Building  would 
be  changed  by  encircling  it  with  a  single,  new  medium- rise  office  building. 

•  NOTES  -  Alternative  B:    Variant  2 

/I/  Kenneth  Vais,  Architect,  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill,  telephone 
communication,  March  30,  1982. 

I'll  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  written  communication,  November  10,  1981. 

VARIANT  3:    RETAINING  THE  MASKEY  BUILDING  AND  THE  60  KEARNY  ST.  BUILDING 

An  alternative  preserving  the  structures  of  both  the  Maskey  Building  and  the 
60  Kearny  St.  Building  would,  in  effect,  constitute  the  no-project  alternative 
because  development  could  only  occur  on  three  non-contiguous  parcels.  Lots  7, 
9  and  11,  each  containing  a  site  area  of  about  3,000  sq.  ft.  or  less. 
Construction  of  three  separate  buildings  on  lots  of  this  size  would  not 
provide  efficient,  leasable  space.    This  alternative  would  not  be  acceptable 
to  the  project  sponsor  because  a  project  could  not  be  designed  on  the 
14 ,250-sq .-ft .  site  that  would  provide  sufficient  useable  floor  area  relative 
to  the  investment  for  new  construction  on  the  site.    Effects  of  this 
alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the  No-Project 
Alternative  and  in  Section  III.  Environmental  Setting,  pp.  22-48,  of  this 
report. 

ALTERNATIVE  C  -  COMBINED  HOUSING  AND  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT,  PROVIDING  ON  SITE 
HOUSING  DEMANDED  BY  THE  PROJECT 

Based  on  the  housing  demand  generation  factor  of  0.22  units  for  each  250  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  new  office  space,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a  total 
demand  for  about  160  housing  units,  and  a  net  demand  for  approximately 
125  dwelling  units  (not  including  present  170  San  Francisco  Federal  employees 
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who  would  return  to  the  project  site).    Incorporating  this  number  of  units 
into  the  proposed  project  would  cause  the  building  to  exceed  the  maximum  FAR 
of  14:1.    Floor  area  bonuses  available  under  the  existing  City  Planning  Code 
and  Interim  Controls  would  not  be  sufficient  to  allow  the  floor  area  necessary 
for  this  number  of  units,  so  the  total  allowable  floor  area  for  the  site  would 
be  exceeded.    Therefore,  in  order  to  accommodate  all  net  project-generated 
housing  demand  on  the  site  within  Planning  Code  limitations,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  reduce  the  amount  of  office  space.    This,  in  turn,  would  result 
in  fewer  employees  and,  thus,  a  reduction  of  required  housing  units.  This 
alternative  would  balance  project-generated  housing  demand,  allowable  floor 
area,  and  the  height  limit. 

Alternative  C  would  consist  of  a  structure  that  would  occupy  the  same  building 
site,  but  would  contain  housing  as  well  as  office  and  street-level  retail 
uses.    The  amount  of  housing  to  be  provided  in  this  alternative  would  equal 
the  number  of  units  demanded  by  the  net  increase  in  employees  at  the  site  (not 
including  the  existing  170  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  who  would  return  to 
the  site  after  project  completion). 

Under  the  extended  interim  controls  and  corner  floor  area  bonus,  the  site 
would  be  eligible  for  development  of  an  additional  34,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area  to  be  used  for  housing  (City  Planning  Code,  Section  126  10(d)).  Housing, 
office,  and  street-level  uses  in  this  alternative  would  be  distributed  as 
shown  below: 

Housing:    About  86,150  sq.  ft.  (including  34,000  gross  sq.  ft.  permitted 
by  the  corner  floor  area  premium),  providing  approximately  86 
units . 

Office:     About  140,650  gross  sq.  ft.  (including  about  42,500  gross 

sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  that  would  be  occupied  by  the  existing  170 
San  Francisco  Federal  employees,  by  whom  it  is  assumed  that  no 
additional  housing  demand  would  be  generated). 
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Sav  ings 

Branch:     About  5,000  sq.  ft.  (same  as  the  proposed  project). 

Retail:     About  1,600  sq.  ft.  (same  as  the  proposed  project). 

Because  of  the  additional  floor  area,  this  alternative  would  be  about 

18  stories,  two  stories  taller  than  the  proposed  project,  and  about  260  feet 

high,  30  ft.  higher  than  the  proposed  project. 

Required  parking  for  the  residential  units  would  be  about  22  spaces  (one  space 
per  four  units),  and  would  be  located  in  the  basement  level  of  the  building. 
Housing  would  be  provided  for  approximately  125  persons.    Off-street  freight 
loading  area  would  be  provided  in  the  basement  level  of  the  building,  as  in 
the  proposed  project. 

Like  the  proposed  project,  Alternative  C  would  require  demolition  of  the  five 
buildings  which  now  occupy  the  project  site. 

Visual  effects  of  the  alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project,  except  for  the  addition  of  two  stories  to  accommodate  some  of  the 
residential  units.    Because  of  the  taller  building  height,  this  alternative 
would  cast  longer  shadows  than  the  project,  but  would  contribute  to  the  full 
shading  of  the  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  glass-dome  roof  of  the  Lick  Place 
Galleria  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  proposed  project. 

The  principal  distinguishing  characteristic  of  this  alternative  would  be  its 
provision  of  housing.    As  the  housing  units  would  presumably  sell  for  at  least 
$200,000,  it  may  be  assumed  that  the  residents  would  consist  primarily  of 
upper-  and  upper-middle-income  households  whose  principal  income  earner(s) 
would  work  Downtown,  perhaps  even  in  the  building  itself.    Because  of  the 
reduction  in  the  gross  floor  area,  and  to  the  extent  that  project  residents 
would  work  in  the  building.  Alternative  C  would  reduce  commuter  traffic, 
transit  and  parking  demand,  and  associated  fuel  consumption,  noise  and  air 
pollution  levels  from  those  that  would  be  attributable  to  the  proposed 
project.    The  alternative  would  contribute  to  the  City's  upper-income  housing 
stock . 
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A  combined  housing  and  office  alternative  would  consume  roughly  55%  more 
energy  and  about  50%  more  potable  water  than  the  proposed  office  structure. 
This  alternative  would  also  expose  its  residents  to  the  environmental 
conditions  of  the  Downtown  area,  such  as  greater  levels  of  traffic,  noise,  and 
air  pollution  than  are  common  in  most  outlying  residential  areas,  and  reduced 
access  to  some  residential  services,  including  grocery  shopping,  and 
recreation  and  community  programs. 

The  fiscal  implications  of  this  alternative  are  difficult  to  project,  but 
would  probably  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  as  revenue  gains 
attributable  to  a  higher  assessed  project  value  (due,  in  turn,  to  higher 
construction  costs),  might  be  offset  by  possible  increased  service  costs 
attributable  to  the  introduction  of  a  residential  use  in  a  predominantly 
commercial/of f ice  business  area.    Possible  increased  service  costs 
attributable  to  the  residential  component  of  this  alternative  include  fire, 
police,  recreation,  and  City  administrative  costs. 

SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  of  the  reduced 
efficiency  in  building  operations.    Mixed  residential  and  office  uses  would 
preferably  have  separate  elevators  and  plumbing  and  energy  systems. 
Additional  mechanical  space  would  reduce  floor  areas  substantially  because  of 
the  relatively  small  size  of  the  site. 

The  25  parking  spaces  required  for  the  residential  units  would  not  permit 
development  of  the  23  long-term  spaces  of  parking  proposed  for  use  by 
San  Francisco  Federal  S&L. 

The  project  sponsor  also  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  as  a  lending 
institution,  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  believes  it  could  better  contribute  to 
the  City's  housing  stock,  especially  for  low-  and  mo derate- income  persons,  by 
continuing  to  provide  low-interest  financing  for  purchasing,  constructing,  or 
rehabilitating  housing  in  the  City.    (See  also  V.  Mitigation  Measures, 
Employment,  Housing  and  Fiscal  Factors,  pp.  104a-105a,  for  a  description  of 
the  low-interest  financing  mitigation  under  consideration  by  San  Francisco 
Federal  S&L.) 
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•  ALTERNATIVE  D  -  ALTERNATIVE  j:qNF0RMING  jq_GU2DIN^^^  DEVELOPMENT 

This  alternative  would  consist  of  a  structure  similar  to  Alternative  B, 
Variant  l.a,  but  consistent  with  the  12:1  FAR  (exclusive  of  allowable  floor 
area  bonuses)  limit  proposed  for  the  C-3-0  Use  District  in  the  Department  of 
City  Planning's  report  Guiding  Downtown  Development  (GDD),  May  1981.  The 
alternative  design  would  retain  75%  of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building, 
and  would  construct  new  towers  on  either  side  and  at  the  rear  portion  of  the 
Maskey  Building  (see  also  pp.  125-133).    This  alternative  would  contain  about 
170,950  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  13  office  floors  of  above  ground-floor 
retail  and  savings  branch  space,  and  would  be  about  205  ft.  in  height;  see 
Figure  23,  p.  145.    The  project  would  be  located  in  the  400-S  Height  District 
proposed  in  GDD,  requiring  that  the  average  floor  area  above  65  ft.  not  exceed 
20,000  sq.  ft.,  and  that  the  average  floor  area  of  floors  above  the  midpoint 
of  the  height  of  the  building  be  2/15ths  (13%)  less  than  the  average  floor 
area  of  floors  below  the  building  midpoint  (GDD  pp.  A-4-A-5).    In  this 
alternative,  the  average  floor  area  above  65  ft.  would  be  about  9,000  sq.  ft.; 
floor  area  above  the  midpoint  would  be   9,000  sq.  ft.  or  about  2/15ths  less 
than  the  average  floor  area  of  10,300  sq.  ft.  below  the  midpoint. 

No  additional  FAR  would  be  allowed  in  this  alternative  because  the  alternative 
would  not  contain  housing  or  transfer  of  development  rights  from  retaining  the 
60  Kearny  St.  Building.    Ground-level  retail  space  of  less  than  2,000 
sq.  ft.  per  use  would  be  included  in  this  alternative;  however,  development  of 
the  site  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  existing  ground-level  retail  space,  so 
that,  while  not  specified  in  GDD,  it  is  assumed  that  the  ground-level  retail 
bonus  would  not  be  applicable.    Additional  floor  area  increases  from  transfer 
of  development  rights  from  significant  buildings  would  not  be  applicable 
because  this  alternative  would  demolish  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building.  Proposed 
GDD  guidelines  would  permit  transfer  of  unused  development  rights  to  any  other 
site  in  the  same  zoning  district  "unless  development  of  the  site  would  result 
in  the  destruction  or  substantial  alteration  of  another  significant  building." 
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Merrill  Guiding  Downtown  Development  - 

Environmental  Science  ISOmetric  View 

Associates,  Inc. 
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The  project  site  is  located  in  the  proposed  Conservation  District  No.  1, 
requiring  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning  Commission  for 
demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and  alteration  of  the  Maskey 
Building.    A  project  that  would  retain  the  entire  60  Kearny  St.  and  Maskey 
structures  would  be  the  No-Project  Alternative  as  development  could  only  occur 
on  three  noncontiguous  parcels,  each  containing  a  site  area  of  3,000  sq.  ft. 
or  less  (see  p.  140  for  a  discussion  of  this  alternative).    Under  GDP  the 
Commission  could  authorize  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  if  it 
determines  that  reasonable  use  cannot  be  made  of  the  significant  building 
after  taking  into  account  the  availablity  of  transfer  of  development  rights 
(see  also  pp.  157-159).    The  Commission  may  issue  Conditional  Use 
authorization  for  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  given  preservation 
of  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building,  the  location  of  the  site's  two  rated  buildings 
on  non-contiguous  lots,  the  small  size  of  the  lot  which  reduces  the  planning 
flexibility  of  the  site,  and  the  previous  substantial  alteration  of  the 
exterior  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building. 

As  in  Alternative  B,  Variant  l.a,  reasonable  use  could  be  made  of  the  Maskey 
Building  by  placing  the  internal  circulation  core  in  the  location  of  the 
existing  light  well  of  the  Maskey  Building.    Proposed  requirements  of 
Conservation  District  No.  1  state  that  if  a  project  involves  facade  retention, 
the  retention  shall  be  accomplished  so  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the 
building  abutting  the  facade  is  retained  or  new  floors  are  integrated  with  the 
floors  of  the  retained  facade,  and  generally  that  the  building  be  designed  to 
give  the  appearance  of  an  intact  single  structure  (GDD  p.  F-14).  This 
alternative  would  comply  with  these  requirements  by  retaining  75%  of  the 
Maskey  Building  and  by  integrating  the  six  lower  floors  of  the  new  building 
with  the  existing  floors  of  the  Maskey  Building. 

Table  21,  p.  147  summarizes  and  compares  the  major  development  controls 
contained  in  GDD  to  the  project  as  proposed. 


Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  incorporate  a  work  of  art 
into  the  public  entrance  alcove  located  opposite  Maiden  Lane.    The  proposed 
art  requirement  in  GDD  specifies  that  investment  in  art  be  equal  to  at  least 
1%  of  total  construction  cost. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


The  proposed  recreation  and  open  space  requirement  contained  in  GDP  might  be 
met  in  this  alternative  by  providing  approximately  6,850  sq.  ft.  of  open 
space.    This  open  space  would  be  provided  in  a  variety  of  ways,  including  a 
through-block  pedestrian  way  (see  GDP  p.  C-10)  extending  from  the  entrance 
alcove  opposite  Maiden  Lane  to  Post  St.  (2,250  sq.  ft.);  a  rooftop  garden 
(GPP,  p.  C-17)  above  the  Maskey  Building  (1,550  sq.  ft.);  a  roof  terrace  at 
the  upper  levels  of  the  portion  of  the  project  facing  Maiden  Lane 
(1,250  sq.  ft.);  and  three  terrace  decks  (GPP,  p.  C-17)  on  each  of  the  step 
backs  at  the  upper  levels  of  the  new  structure  (1,800  total  sq.  ft./300 
sq.  ft.  each).    The  3,050  sq .  ft.  of  terrace  space  would  be  used  by  building 
employees,  and  would  not  be  accessible  to  the  public.    Proposed  guidelines  in 
GPP  require  that  view  and  sun  terraces  be  open  and  accessible  to  the  public, 
and  include  seating  and  food  and  beverage  service  (GPP,  p.  C-17),  so  these 
terraces  would  not  strictly  comply.    Incorporation  of  these  features  would 
require,  by  Code,  larger  stairwells  for  public  access,  further  reducing  the 
usable  floor  area  in  this  alternative  design.    To  forego  the  public  access  and 
food  and  beverage  requirements,  the  project  sponsor  would  have  to  request  a 
variance  from  the  GPP  proposal  from  the  City  Planning  Pepartment.  Such 
variations  would  be  permitted  if  a  project  design  is  considered  to  result  in 
'a  more  unique  and  interesting  feature  adding  to  the  diversity  of  downtown 
attractions'  (GPP,  p.  C-16).    The  entrance  alcove,  incorporating  a  work  of 
art,  and  the  three  upper-level  step  backs  which  would  provide  a  visual 
termini  us  to  Maiden  Lane  might  be  considered  a  unique  and  interesting  feature 
of  the  project  design  to  meet  this  criterion. 

This  alternative  would  have  ground-floor  uses  similar  to  those  in  Alternative 
B.la.    A  corner  savings  branch  of  2,750  sq.  ft.,  and  retail/resturant  space 
5,500  in  the  ground  level  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  the  portion  of  the 
building  occupying  Lot  7.    The  public  entrance  alcove,  and  the  Post  St. 
entrance  ramp  to  the  basement  level  would  be  retained  in  this  alternative. 

Land  use,  wind,  shadow,  and  urban  design  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be 
slightly  less  than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  as  the  alternative  design 
would  contain  approximately  30,000  sq .  ft.  less  floor  area  and  would  be  about 
25  ft.  shorter  than  the  proposed  structure.    This  alternative  would 
accommodate  an  estimated  650  employees,  120  less  than  the  project. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


An  alternative  complying  with  GDP  would  have  fewer  transportation  and 
circulation  impacts  in  comparison  to  the  proposed  building  because  of  the 
decreased  size  of  the  alternative  building.    This  alternative  would  increase 
the  parking  deficit  at  the  project  site  as  no  long-term  parking  would  be 
permitted.    Two  off-street  loading  bays  would  be  provided,  as  would  be 
included  in  the  proposed  project.    However,  these  spaces  would  be  provided  at 
surface  level  off  of  Post  St.    Subsurface  loading  could  not  be  provided  in 
this  alternative  because  there  would  not  be  adequate  vertical  clearance  under 
the  retained  Maskey  structure  (see  pp.  130-131  for  further  discussion  of  this 
site  constraint).    Access  to  off-street  loading  facilities  would  be  from  Post 
St.,  a  transit  preferential  street,  requiring  that  freight  loading  and  service 
vehicle  spaces  be  completely  enclosed  within  the  building,  which  is  proposed 
by  this  alternative. 

An  alternative  conforming  to  the  transportation  guidelines  of  GDP  would  affect 
long-range  transporation  conditions  and  planning  in  the  downtown  area  by 
providing  a  transportation  broker  responsible  for  conducting  programs  among 
building  tenants  and  employees  to  encourage  carpooling,  ridesharing  and 
transit  use,  and  by  participating  in  studies  of  the  feasil ibil ity  of  intercept 
parking  in  the  downtown  area  (GPP,  p.  14). 


To  comply  with  the  proposed  housing  development  provisions  contained  in  GPP, 
the  sponsor  would  'cause  to  construct  and/or  rehabilitate  in  San  Francisco 
640  sq.  ft.  of  residential  space  (approximately  0.9  dwelling  units  for  each 
1,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,'  GOP,  p.  E-1).    Based  on  this  housing  demand 
formula,  net  demand  would  be  generated  for  about  105  units  of  housing,  20 
units  fewer  than  would  be  demanded  by  the  proposed  project.    To  mitigate  this 
expected  demand,  the  sponsor  would  propose  to  provide  a  low-interest  housing 
finance  measure  such  as  the  one  currently  under  consideration  (see 
V.  Mitigation  Measures,  p.  105). 

SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  of  the  reduced  size 
of  the  corner  savings  branch  and  typical  office  floors  provided  in  this 
alternative.    See  also  the  sponsor's  reason  for  rejecting  Alternative  B, 
Variant  la,  p.  133. 
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VII.  Alternatives 


ALTERNATI VE  E :    RETAIN  FACADE  OF  MASKEY  BUILDING  AT  EXISTING  LOCATION  ON 
PROJECT  SITE 

Alternative  E  would  retain  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  at  its  existing 
location  on  the  project  site,  surrounded  by  new  construction  behind  the  facade 
and  on  the  remaining  parcels  of  the  site. 

The  upper  levels  of  the  building  would  have  a  stepped  and  faceted 
configuration.    The  portion  of  the  building  behind  the  80-ft.-high  facade  of 
the  Maskey  Building  would  be  recessed,  and  would  have  a  darker  color  value 
than  the  Maskey  facade. 

Three  variants  have  been  developed  for  Alternative  E  (see  Figure  24,  p.  151). 
Variant  1  would  be  developed  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1  as  allowed  for  in  the 
C-3-0  District.    Variants  2  and  3  would  entail  transfer  of  permitted  basic 
gross  floor  area  (more  commonly  known  as  transfer  of  development  rights)  from 
the  Mechanics'  Institute.    Variant  2  would  transfer  permitted  basic  floor  area 
according  to  Section  127  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (see  Figure  25,  p. 152);  and 
Variant  3  would  transfer  development  rights  according  to  proposed  parameters 
contained  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development.    Each  variant  would  have  the  same 
basic  exterior  design,  differing  primarily  by  the  total  amount  of  floor  area, 
number  of  floors  and  building  heights. 

Approximately  4,300  sq.  ft.  of  ground-floor  leaseable  retail/resturant  space 
and  4,400  sq.  ft.  of  savings  branch  space  would  be  provided  in  this 
alternative  (see  Figure  26,  p.  153).    Typical  office  floors  would  contain 
about  12,680  leaseable  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    Two  loading  bays  and  about 
eight  off-street  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  in  the  basement  level. 

Construction  of  this  alternative  would  also  require  demolition  of  the 

60  Kearny  St.  Building,  as  would  the  proposed  project.    This  alternative  would 

retain  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building,  in  comparison  to  the  proposed 

project  which  does  not  propose  to  preserve  any  portion  of  Maskey  Building 

structure  or  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building.    Statements  made  in  Resolution 

No.  9240  would  be  applicable  to  this  alternative  (see  p.  129). 
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Aetna 
Building 


FIGURE  24:  Alternative  E.1 

Retain  Masl^ey  Building  Facade  At 
Existing  Location  On  Project  Site 

SOURCE:   Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill 
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FIGURE  25: 


SOURCE:   SKIdmore,  Owlngs  &  Merrill 


Alternative  E.2 

Retain  Maskey  Building  Facade  At 
Existing  Location  On  Project  Site 

(with  transfer  of  39,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute) 
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FIGURE  26:  Alternative  E 

Retain  Facade  of  Maskey  Building 
at  existing  location  on  Project  Site 

SOURCE:    SKidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill 
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VII.  Alternatives 


Alternative  E  could  be  considered  as  diminishing  the  architectural  context  and 
contribution  of  the  Maskey  Building  to  the  low-rise  transitional  corridor 
located  along  Kearny  and  Post  Sts.    This  corridor  is  within  a  potential 
National  Register  District,  described  as  the  Retail-Shopping  District  in 
Splendid  Survivors. 

Should  the  Maskey  Building  become  a  City  landmark,  demolition  of  any  part  of 
the  building  would  require  a  Certificate  of  Approrpriateness  from  the  City 
Planning  Commission. 

Alternative  E  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  1,700  sq.  ft.  of  ground-floor 
retail/restaurant  space  and  a  net  loss  of  6,400  sq.  ft.  of  total 
retail/restaurant  space  at  the  project  site.    For  comparison  the  proposed 
project  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  4,400  sq.  ft.  of  ground-floor 
retail/restaurant  space,  and  a  net  loss  of  9,400  sq.  ft.  of  total 
retail/restaurant  space  provided  at  the  project  site.    The  amount  of  savings 
branch  space  provided  in  Alternative  E,  would  represent  a  net  loss  of 
approximately  200  sq.  ft.,  when  compared  to  the  proposed  project. 


VARIANT  1 :    BASIC  FAR  OF  14:1 

This  16-story,  235-ft.-high  alternative  would  contain  about  the  same  amount  of 
gross  floor  area  as  would  the  proposed  project  (199,400),  but  would  be  about 
five  feet  taller  than  the  project. 

The  amount  of  wind  intercepted  by  Alternative  E.l  would  be  greater  than  the 
amount  intercepted  by  the  proposed  project.    This  alternative  design  includes 
a  facade  that  would  be  flush  with  that  of  the  American  Savings  Building. 
Combined,  these  two  buildings  would  intercept  a  large  volume  of  wind  and  would 
be  expected  to  cause  greater  wind  accelerations  along  Post  and  Kearny  Sts. 
than  would  the  proposed  project.    (Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting 
Meteorologist,  letter  report,  February  10,  1982.    That  report  is  on  file  and 
available  for  public  review  at  the  office  of  Environmental  Review, 
450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor). 
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Shadow  effects  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  would 
be  essentially  the  same  as  those  for  the  proposed  project  (see  p.  53  and 
pp.  57-59,  and  Figure  27,  p.  156). 

Employment,  housing  demand,  transportation-related,  air  quality  and  energy 
effects  of  Alternative  E.l  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the 
proposed  project  (see  pp.  61-65  and  pp.  74-97). 

VARIANT  2:    TRANSFER  OF  PERMITTED  GROSS  FLOOR  AREA  COMPLYING  WITH  EXISTING 
CITY  PLANNING  CODE 

This  variant  of  Alternative  E  would  have  essentially  the  same  exterior  design 
as  the  design  described  for  Variant  1,  but  it  would  differ  by  incorporating 
the  transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  (or  development  rights)  from  the 
Mechanics'  Institute  located  on  Lot  13  adjacent  to  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
project  site  (see  Figure  2,  on  p.  11).    The  Mechanics'  Institute  is  a 
designated  City  Landmark  (No.  134),  and  is  rated  "A"  in  the  Heritage  survey. 
Transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from  a  landmark  to  an  adjacent  site  is 
allowed  under  Section  127  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Approximately  39,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  would  be  transferred  to  the 
project  site  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute,  permitting  development  of  a  total 
of  238,450  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  at  a  FAR  of  16.7:1  (see  Section  XII, 
Appendix  H,  p.  386.    For  comparison,  the  proposed  project  without  such  a 
transfer  would  contain  about  199,100  gross  sq .  ft.  of  floor  area  and  would 
have  an  FAR  of  14:1.    This  alternative  would  be  about  275  ft.  high  (including 
mechanical  penthouses)  and  contain  19  floors,  exclusive  of  mechanical 
penthouses  (see  Table  20,  p.  128). 

Variant  2  of  Alternative  E  would  increase  the  total  developed  floor  area  at 
the  project  site  by  39,350  sq.  ft.  or  17%  more  than  the  floor  area  of  the 
proposed  project.    Under  provisions  of  Section  127  of  the  City  Planning  Code, 
the  transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  would 
help  to  ensure  future  preservation  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  by  removing 
economic  incentives  to  replace  the  structure  with  a  larger  building. 
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3  P.M.  Mid-March  and 
2  P.M.  Mid-September 


3  P.M.  Mid-December 


3  P.M.  Mid-June 


LEGEND 


Alternative  Shadows 

Variant  E.1  (234') 
Variant  E.2  (273') 


Shadows  shown  are  solar  time. 

Project  Shadows  and  Existing  Shadows  cast  by  the 
Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building  are  not  shown. 
See  Figure  15  on  p.   58  of  the  Draft  EIR  for 
shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  project,  Crocker 
Tower  and  Aetna  Building. 

FIGURE  27:  Alternative  E: 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  Galleria 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Sclance  Ataoclates,  Inc. 
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Variant  E.2  would  be  three  stories  more  and  45  ft.  taller  than  the  project. 
Wind  speed  impacts  along  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  would  be  greater  than  wind 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  or  Variant  E.l. 

Maximum  shadow  effects  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  glass-dome  roof  of  the 
Lick  Place  Galleria  would  occur  during  mid  afternoon  in  the  spring  and  autumn 
months.    During  those  times,  the  project  would  contribute  to  the  Galleria 
being  completely  shaded  from  about  1 ;00  to  3:30  p.m.  and  the  rooftop  plaza 
being  completely  shadowed  from  about  3:00  to  4:00  p.m..    The  proposed  project 
would  contribute  to  50-60%  of  this  shading  with  the  remaining  40-50%  of 
shading  cast  by  the  Crocker  Tower  and  the  Aetna  Building.    Alternative  E.2 
would  cast  30%  longer  shadows  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  the  galleria 
than  shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  project  during  spring  and  autumn  afternoons 
(see  Figure  27,  p.  156). 

Variant  2  of  Alternative  E  would  consume  about  20%  more  electricity  and 
natural  gas  than  would  the  proposed  project.    Approximately  20%  more  p.m. 
peak-hour  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  by  this  variant;  levels  of  service 
at  critical  intersections  would  not  change  from  those  described  for  the 
project  on  p.  79. 

This  larger  alternative  building  would  employ  about  920  employees,  150  more 
employees  than  the  project.    The  net  housing  demand  generated  by 
Alternative  E.2  would  be  160  units,  as  compared  to  a  net  demand  of  125  units 
generated  by  the  proposed  project, 

VARIANT  3:    TRANSFER  OF  DEVELOPMENT  RIGHTS  COMPLYING  WITH  GUIDING  DOWNTOWN 
DEVELOPMENT 

For  the  purpose  of  analysis,  an  alternative  was  considered  retaining  the 
facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  incorporating  proposed  provisions  for 
transferring  development  rights  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
(GDD) .    If  GDD  were  implemented,  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and  the  Maskey 
Building  would  be  located  in  the  proposed  Conservation  District  No.  1.  The 
objective  in  establishing  Downtown  Conservation  District  No.  1  is 
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"to  conserve  the  architectural  resources  that  distinguish  the  City's  downtown 
financial  center  and  retail  area  and  enhance  their  attractiveness  as  a 
location  for  business  activity"  (see  GDP,  p.  F-12).    GOD  proposes  that 
Conditional  Use  authorization  be  obtained  for  any  new  development  within 
Conservation  District  No.  1  that  would  result  in  the  destruction  or 
substantial  alteration  of  a  significant  building.    GDP  defines  "significant 
building"  as  a  designated  landmark  or  a  building  identified  as  an 
architecturally  and/or  historically  significant  building  in  City  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  No.  8600  (see  GOD,  Appendix  F,  Part  1,  p.  F-1;  and 
p.  F-13). 


Guiding  Downtown  Development  also  contains  several  approaches  and  proposals  to 
reduce  the  economic  incentive  to  replace  significant  buildings  by  allowing 
transfer  of  unused  development  potential.    Alternative  E,  Variant  3  could 
transfer  unused  floor  area  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  to  the  project  site. 
This  transfer  to  the  project  site  would  be  conditional  upon  the  project 
sponsor  undertaking  a  program  to  restore  the  facade  and,  if  necessary,  to 
seismically  reinforce  the  Mechanics'  Institute  according  to  State  Historic 
Building  Code  requirements.    In  addition  to  the  unused  development  rights,  a 
maximum  bonus  development  allowance  of  up  to  50%  of  the  existing  gross  floor 
area  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  could  be  granted,  if  such  an  allowance  would 
result  in  facade  restoration,  or  seismic  reinforcement  of  the  Mechanics' 
Institute  Building. 


GDP  states  that  unused  development  rights  could  be  transferred  to  any  other 
site  in  the  same  zoning  district  "unless  development  of  the  site  would  result 
in  the  destruction  or  substantial  alteration  of  another  significant  building" 
(see  GPP  pp.  21-22,  and  F-10).    Oevelopment  of  any  alternative  which 
demolished  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  (including  Alternatives  B.la,  E,  F, 
and  G)  would  not  comply  with  the  transfer  of  development  right  requirements  of 
GPP.    Pevelopment  of  the  site  which  preserved  or  altered  the  facade  of  the 
Maskey  Building  may  be  considered  to  partially  adhere  to  this  provision  of 
GPP,  because  it  does  not  totally  destroy  the  structure  of  the  Maskey 
Building.    Full  compliance  with  the  transfer  of  development  requirements  of 
GDD  would  not  be  possible  unless  the  facades,  at  a  minimum,  or  possibly  the 
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entire  structures  of  both  the  60  Kearny  St.  and  Maskey  Building  were  retained 
on  the  project  site. 

Under  proposed  requirements  of  Conservation  District  No.  1,  demolition  of  the 
60  Kearny  St.  Building  and  alteration  of  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building 
would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
(see  6DD  pp.  F-13  -    F-14).    The  Commission  may  authorize  demolition  of  the 
60  Kearny  St.  Building  if  "the  facts  presented  establish  that,  taking  into 
account  the  project  as  a  whole  and  taking  into  account  the  availability  of  the 
transfer  of  development  rights  and  retention  and  restoration  allowance 
authorized  by  Section  127  (b)  and  (c),  reasonable  use  cannot  be  made  of  the 
significant  building"  (GDP,  p.  F-14).    The  Planning  Commission  may  consider 
the  small  size  of  the  project  site  (14,246  sq.  ft.)  and  the  location  of  the 
site's  two  rated  buildings  on  two  non-contiguous  lots  as  evidence  that 
reasonable  use  cannot  be  made  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building. 

SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTION 

Alternative  E,  Variants  1  and  2  are  not  being  considered  for  development  by 
the  project  sponsor.    From  an  urban  design  perspective,  the  sponsor  believes 
that  this  alternative  would  detract  from  and  compromise  the  architectural 
integrity  of  the  Maskey  facade  by  encasing  it  with  new  construction.  The 
sponsor  also  believes  that  the  total  design  effect  of  this  alternative  would 
not  provide  a  suitable  identity  for  its  corporate  headquarters. 

Variant  3  of  this  alternative  would  not  comply  with  proposed  transfer  of 
development  right  provisions  contained  in  GDP. 
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ALTERNATIVE  F:    MOVE  FULL  FACADE  OF  MASKEY  BUILDING  OPPOSITE  MAIDEN  LANE 


A  building  could  be  developed  at  the  site  which  includes  a  highrise  tower  at 
the  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  and,  opposite  Maiden  Lane,  a  six-story 
building  constructed  behind  the  full,  six-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building. 
The  66-ft.-wide  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  moved  from  its  existing 
location  on  the  project  site.    The  lower  six  floors  of  the  corner  tower  would 
be  structurally  inteconnected  with  the  six  floors  of  the  Maskey  Building,  so 
that  each  of  the  lower  six  floors  of  the  tower  and  low-rise  building  would 
function  as  one  level  (see  Figures  28  and  29,  pp.  161-162). 

The  massing  of  the  corner  tower  shown  in  Figures  7  and  8  is  conceptual. 
Design  elements  currently  under  consideration  include  exterior  materials  of 
tile  or  granite  and  punched  windows  of  transparent,  light-tinted  glass. 
Elevations  of  the  project  when  viewed  from  Market  St.  would  contrast  the  color 
value  of  the  Post  and  Kearny  St.  frontages.    The  uppermost  levels  of  the 
building  facing  the  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  intersection  would  be  stepped  back 
from  the  corner  in  a  faceted  configuration.    The  corner  portion  of  the 
building  would  have  a  contrasting  color  treatment  that  would  extend  the  entire 
length  of  the  corner  axis.    Possible  pedestrian  level  features  include 
canopies  at  the  corner  and  tower  entrances,  and  large  picture  windows  opening 
to  the  corner  savings  branch  and  building  lobby  with  translucent,  clearstory 
windows  above. 

A  preliminary  report  has  been  conducted  investigating  the  feasibility  of 
moving  the  terra  cotta  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building.    Proposed  methods 
include  moving  the  facade  in  one  section,  moving  the  facade  in  several 
sections,  and  moving  and  reconstructing  the  cladding  onto  a  new  frame.  That 
report  indicates  that  any  damaged  terra  cotta  could  be  repaired  or  replaced  by 
Gladding,  McBean  and  Company,  the  firm  who  reportedly  manufactured  the 
original  terra  cotta  used  for  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building.  The 
feasibility  report  and  background  information  concerning  terra  cotta  repair 
replacement  are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  at  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor. 
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FIGURE  29:  Alternative  F.2 


Move  Full  Facade  Of  Maskey  Building 
Opposite  Maiden  Lane 

(with  transfer  of  39.000  gross  sq  feet  of 
SOURCE:   Skldmore.  Owlngs  and  Merrill  ^^^^^^  ^^^^        Mechanic's  Institute) 
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There  would  be  two  variants  for  this  alternative:    Variant  1  would  be 
developed  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1;  and  Variant  2  would  transfer  gross  floor 
area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  under  the  City  Planning  Code.  Alternative 
F  would  would  demolish  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building,  as  would  the  proposed 
project.    Statements  made  in  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9240  would  be 
applicable  to  Alternative  F  (see  p.  129).    The  original  facade  of  the  Maskey 
Building  and  the  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  Store  would  be  moved  and 
reconstructed.    Moving  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  could  be  considered 
to  compromise  the  architectural  context  and  integrity  of  the  building  and  its 
relationship  to  nearby  low-rise  buildings  along  Kearny  St. 

The  exterior  design  and  ground-floor  plans  for  Alternative  F  would  be  the  same 
for  each  variant.    The  two  variants  would  differ  by  the  gross  floor  area, 
height,  and  number  of  floors  of  the  corner  tower.    Alternative  F  and  its 
variants  would  provide  about  3,700  sq.  ft.  of  leaseable  ground-floor  retail 
space,  and  4,700  sq.  ft.  of  savings  branch  space.    Typical  office  floors  would 
contain  about  10,300  sq .  ft.  of  leasable  floor  area  in  the  corner  tower  and 
about  5,430  sq.  ft.  in  the  six  floors  of  the  low-rise  building  (see 
Figure  30,  p.  164).    Alternative  F  would  employ  six  more  retail  workers  than 
would  the  project  due  to  the  increased  amount  of  ground-level  retail  space 
provided  in  this  alternative.    The  net  decrease  in  ground-floor 
retail/restaurant  space  would  be  2,300  sq.  ft.  for  this  alternative  as 
compared  to  4,400  sq.  ft.  for  the  proposed  project.    Total  loss  of  retail 
space  on  the  site  would  be  7,300  sq.  ft.  or  20%  less  than  the  project  decrease 
of  9,400  sq .  ft.    Approximately  eight  off-street  parking  spaces  and  two 
loading  bays  would  be  provided  in  the  basement  level  for  this  alternative. 


VARIANT  1:    BASIC  FAR  OF  14:1 

A  total  of  199,440  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  would  be  developed  at  the  site, 
consisting  of  a  230  ft. -high  corner  tower  containing  about  166,860  sq.  ft., 
and  a  80  ft. -high  low-rise  building  of  32,580  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  which 
retains  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  (see  Table  20,  p.  128). 
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FIGURE  30: 


SOURCE:   Skldmore.  Owlngs  and  Merrill 


Alternative  F 

Move  Full  Facade  of  Maskey  Building 
Opposite  Maiden  Lane 
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This  variant  of  Alternative  F  would  contain  about  the  same  amount  of  total 
gross  floor  area  as  the  proposed  project.    Traffic-related,  air-quality  and 
energy  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the  project  on 
pp.  74-97. 

An  estimated  770  total  employees  would  be  employed  in  this  alternative,  the 
same  amount  of  persons  that  would  be  employed  by  the  project. The  net  increase 
in  housing  demand  would  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  proposed  project 
(125  units). 

The  gap  between  the  corner  tower  and  American  Savings  Building  would  decrease 
the  wind  effects  along  Kearny  St.    This  alternative  would  have  less  wind 
effects  than  the  proposed  project  because  of  its  smaller  west-facing  facade. 
Should  the  design  of  this  alternative  incorporating  upper-level  faceted  step 
backs  at  the  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.,  wind  effects  of  this  variant 
would  be  further  decreased. 

Shadows  effects  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  would  be 
similar  to  the  effects  of  the  proposed  project  (see  p.  58,  and  Figure  31, 
p.  166).    This  alternative  would  have  no  shadow  effects  on  Maiden  Lane. 

VARIANT  2:    TRANSFER  OF  PERMITTED  BASIC  GROSS  FLOOR  AREA  COMPLYING  WITH 
EXISTING  CITY  PLANNING  CODE. 

Variant  2  of  Alternative  F  would  incorporate  the  transfer  of  approximately 
39,000  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute.  Total 
development  on  the  project  site  would  have  a  FAR  of  16.7:1,  providing  a  total 
of  238,450  gross  sq .  ft.  of  floor  area  or  39,350  sq .  ft.  more  floor  area,  than 
would  be  contained  in  the  proposed  project  (see  Table  20,  p.  128).    The  corner 
tower  would  contain  about  205,870  gross  sq .  ft.  of  floor  area,  and  the 
low-rise  building,  retaining  the  facade  at  the  Maskey  Building,  would  contain 
about  32,580  sq .  ft.  of  gross  floor  area. 
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3  P.M.  Mid-March  and 
2  P.M.  Mid-September 


3  P.M.  Mid-December 


3  P.M.  Mid-June 
LEGEND 

Alternative  Shadows 

.1™!  Variant  F.I  (233'-Tower/77'-Masl<ey  BIdg.) 
Variant  F.2  (285'-Tower/77'-Masl<ey  BidgJ 

Shadows  shown  are  solar  time. 

Project  Shadows  and  Existing  Shadows  cast  by  the 
Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building  are  not  shown. 
See  Figure  15  on  p.   58  of  the  Draft  EIR  for 
shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  project,  Crocker 
Tower  and  Aetna  Building. 

FIGURE  31:  Alternative  F: 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  Galleria 


SOURCE:  Envlronm«ntal  8ol«nc«  Ataoclat**,  Inc. 


166 


VII.  Alternatives 


Transferring  unused  development  rights  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  would 
help  to  ensure  future  preservation  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  by  removing  the 
economic  advantages  of  replacing  the  building  with  a  larger  development. 

The  amount  of  floor  area  provided  in  this  alternative  would  be  17%  more  than 
would  be  provided  in  the  project.    The  corner  tower  would  be  55  ft.  taller  and 
four  stories  more  than  the  project.    Wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be 
less  than  those  of  the  project,  but  more  than  for  Variant  1  of  this 
alternative.    Shadow  lengths  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  the  Galleria 
would  be  about  35%  longer  than  shadows  from  the  proposed  project  during  spring 
and  autumn  afternoons.    At  other  times  of  the  year,  shadow  effects  of  this 
alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  effects  of  the  project  (see 
Figure  31 ,  p.  166) . 

About  920  persons  would  be  employed  in  this  alternative  as  compared  to  the 
project  employment  of  about  770  persons.    Net  housing  demand  of  alternative 
F.2  would  be  160  units,  35  more  units  than  the  project  would  demand. 

Energy  consumption  and  p.m.  peak  hour  trip  generation  would  be  20%  greater 
than  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  and  architect  are  currently  considering  Alternative  F  and 
its  variants.    The  sponsor  believes  that  this  alternative  would  preserve  the 
architectural  character  of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building.    When  viewed 
by  pedestrians,  the  original  (although  moved)  exterior  of  the  building  would 
be  retained,  and  would  appear  as  a  separate  building.    Surrounding  or 
integrating  the  Maskey  Building  with  new  construction  is  believed  by  the 
project  sponsor  to  diminish  the  architectural  context  of  the  building. 
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VII.  Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE  G:    MOVE  REDUCED  FACADE  OF  MASKEY  BUILDING  OPPOSITE  MAIDEN  LANE 


The  project  design  could  be  modified  so  that  a  four-bay  or  reduced  facade  of 
the  Maskey  Building  would  be  moved  opposite  Maiden  Lane.    The  major  difference 
between  Alternative  F  and  Alternative  G  is  that  Alternative  F  would  move  the 
full,  six-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane,  and 
Alternative  G  would  move  a  reduced  or  four-bay  facade.    The  width  of  the 
reduced  facade  would  be  about  42  ft.,  or  24  ft.  less  than  the  full  Maskey 
facade.    The  reduced  Maskey  facade  would  be  approximately  the  width  of  Maiden 
Lane.    The  intent  of  this  alternative  would  be  to  reduce  the  Maskey  facade  so 
that  the  central  bays  of  the  facade  would  terminate  the  axial  view  down  Maiden 
Lane  from  Union  Square.    A  low-rise  building  would  be  constructed  behind  the 
four-bay  facade  and  a  corner  tower  would  be  constructed  at  Kearny  and  Post 
Sts.  (see  Figures  32  and  33,  pp.  169-170.    In  this  alternative,  again,  the 
lower  floors  of  the  corner  tower  would  be  matched  structurally  to  the  floor 
heights  of  the  Maskey  Building  facade,  so  that  each  of  the  lower  six  floors  of 
the  corner  tower  and  low-rise  building  could  function  as  one  level. 

As  in  Alternatives  E  and  F,  this  alternative  would  have  two  variants. 
Variant  1  would  develop  the  site  at  a  Basic  FAR  of  14:1;  Variant  2  would 
incorporate  transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from  the  Mechanics' 
Institute  under  provisions  of  the  existing  City  Planning  Code. 

Differences  between  the  variants  would  involve  only  the  amount  of  floor  area, 
number  of  floors,  and  height  of  the  corner  tower  (see  Table  20,  p.  128).  The 
low-rise  building  clad  with  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  80  ft. 
high  and  would  contain  about  21,000  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area. 

The  massing  of  the  corner  tower  shown  in  Figures  32  and  33  is  conceptual. 
Design  considerations  for  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  those 
discussed  for  the  corner  tower  in  Alternative  F.    Possible  exterior  design 
treatments  include  a  faceted  configuration  at  the  upper  portions  of  the  tower, 
stepping  back  from  the  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts. 
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Aetna 
Building 


FIGURE  32:  Alternative  G.1 

Move  Reduced  Facade  Of  Maskey 
SOURCE:  skidmore.  Owings  and  Merrill  Building  Opposite  Maiden  Lane 
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FIGURE  33:  Alternative  G.2 

Move  Reduced  Facade  Of  Maskey 
Building  Opposite  Maiden  Lane 

(with  transfer  of  39.000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
SOURCE:   Skldmore.  Owlngs  and  Merrill   area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute)  
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Ground-level  use  would  consist  of  about  4,300  sq.  ft.  of  leaseable  retail 
space,  and  4,440  sq .  ft.  of  savings  branch  space.    Typical  office  floors  would 
contain  about  11,100  sq.  ft.  of  leaseable  floor  area  in  the  corner  tower  and 
3,500  sq .  ft.  per  floor  in  the  low-rise  building  (see  Figure  34,  p.  172). 
About  six  more  retail  workers  would  be  employed  due  to  the  increased  amount  of 
ground-level  retail  space  provided  in  this  alternative. 

Approximately  eight  parking  spaces  and  two  loading  bays  would  be  provided  in 
the  basement  level  of  the  project.    Access  to  the  basement  level  would  be 
provided  from  Post  St. 

Development  of  this  alternative  would  require  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St. 
Building,  and  two  bays  of  the  facade  and  interior  portions  of  the  Maskey 
Building.    Statements  made  in  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9240 
would  be  applicable  for  this  alternative  as  they  it  would  be  for  the  proposed 
project. 


VARIANT  1:    BASIC  FAR  of  14:1 

In  Alternative  G,  Variant  1,  the  site  would  be  developed  at  a  basic  FAR  of 
14:1.    A  total  of  199,440  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area  would  be  constructed: 
178,440  sq.  ft.  of  area  would  be  constructed  in  the  corner  tower  and 
21,000  sq.  ft.  in  the  low-rise  building  which  would  be  clad  with  four  bays  of 
the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  (see  Table  20  p.  128). 

Alternative  G,  Variant  1  would  include  a  corner  tower  containing  about 
178,400  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    This  tower  would  be  15  stories  high,  one  story 
less  than  the  project.    Wind  effects  of  this  reduced-facade  variant  would  be 
less  than  the  proposed  project  because  of  decreased  massing  of  the  west-facing 
facade.    During  spring  and  autumn,  shadow  lengths  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza 
and  the  Galleria  would  be  about  15%  shorter  than  shadows  from  the  proposed 
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FIGURE  34:   Alternative  G 

Move  Reduced  Facade  of  Maskey 
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Maiden  Lane 

SOURCE:    Skidmore.  Owings  and  Merrill 
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afternoons  (see  Figure  35,  p.  174).    Shadow  effects  would  be  essentially  the 
same  as  those  from  the  proposed  project  during  other  times  of  the  year.  No 
shadow  effects  attributable  to  Alternative  G.l  would  occur  on  Maiden  Lane. 

This  alternative  contain  approximately  the  same  gross  floor  area  as  the 
proposed  project.    Transportation-related,  air-quality,  and  energy  effects  of 
Alternative  G.l  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  of  the  proposed  project. 

Net  housing  demand  and  total  employment  for  this  variant  of  Alternative  G 
would  be  that  same  as  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

VARIANT  2:    TRANSFER  OF  PERMITTED  BASIC  GROSS  FLOOR  AREA  COMPLYING  WITH 
THE  EXISTING  CITY  PLANNING  CODE 

A  variant  of  Alternative  G  could  be  developed  which  transfers  39,000  sq.  ft. 
of  floor  area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  to  the  project  site  as  provided 
for  in  Section  127  of  the  existing  City  Planning  Code.    This  variant  would 
include  construction  of  a  217,450-sq.  ft.  corner  tower  and  a  21,000-sq.  ft. 
low-rise  building  behind  the  reduced-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building.  The 
height  of  the  19-story  corner  tower  would  be  275  ft.    Site  development  would 
have  a  total  FAR  of  16.7:1,  or  2.7:1  more  than  that  of  the  proposed  project 
(see  Table  20,  p.  128). 

The  19-story  corner  tower  would  be  275  ft.  high,  45  ft.  higher  than  the 
project.    Variant  2  of  Alternative  G  would  have  greater  wind  effects  than 
Variant  1  but  less  than  the  proposed  project.    Shadow  lengths  on  the  Crocker 
rooftop  plaza  and  the  Galleria  would  be  about  30%  longer  than  shadows  from  the 
proposed  project  during  spring  and  autumn  afternons  (see  Figure  35,  p.  174). 
Shadow  effects  would  be  essentially  the  same  as  the  project  effects  during  at 
other  times  of  the  year  (see  p.  53  and  pp.  57-59). 

This  alternative  would  consume  20%  more  energy  than  the  project. 
Project-generated  p.m.  peak-hour  trips  would  be  20%  greater  than  for  the 
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3  P.M.  Mid-December 


Variant  G.1  (220'-Tower/77'-Maskey  BIdg.) 
Variant  G.2  (273'-Tower/77'-Maskey  BIdg.) 


Shadows  shown  are  solar  time. 

Project  Shadows  and  Existing  Shadows  cast  by  the 
Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building  are  not  shown. 
See  Figure  15  on  p.   58  of  the  Draft  EIR  for 
shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  project,  Crocker 
Tower  and  Aetna  Building. 

FIGURE  35:  Alternative  G: 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocl<er  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  Galleria 


SOURCE:   Envlronmantal  Science  Aeeoclatea,  Inc. 
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proposed  project.    Levels  of  service  at  critical  intersections  would  be  the 
same  as  those  described  for  the  proposed  project  (see  p.  79). 

Total  employment  of  the  alternative  would  be  about  920  persons,  a  16%  increase 
over  estimated  project  employment  of  770  persons.  Approximately  160  net  units 
of  housing  would  be  demanded  by  Variant  2  of  Alternative  G,  35  more  units  than 
the  project  demand  of  about  125  units. 

Alternative  G  and  its  variants  are  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor. 
See  also  p.  167  for  further  discussion  of  why  this  alternative  is  under 
consideration  by  the  project  sponsor. 
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•  ALTERNATIVE  H  -    FOUR-BAY  MASKEY  FACADE  WITH  A  340  FT. -HIGH  CORNER  TOWER 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  is  considering  development  of  the  site 
with  the  following  elements: 

moving  a  four-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  to  Lot  7,  opposite 
Maiden  Lane,  behind  which  a  new  six-story  building  would  be 
constructed; 

constructing  a  25-story,  340-ft.-high  corner  tower  on  Lots  8,  9,  10 
and  11;  and 

transferring  approximately  39,000  sq.  ft.  of  permitted  gross  floor 
area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  (City  Landmark  No.  134),  which 
abuts  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  project  site. 

This  alternative  is  similar  to  the  conceptual  design  presented  in 
Alternative  G  (see  pp.  168-174),  but  represents  a  more  detailed  design  of  that 
alternative. 

The  major  difference  between  Alternative  H  and  Alternative  I,  (see  below),  is 
that  Alternative  H  would  move  the  reduced,  four-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey 
Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane,  and  Alternative  H  would  move  a  full  or  six-bay 
facade.    The  width  of  the  reduced  facade  would  be  about  42  ft.,  or  24  ft.  less 
than  the  full  Maskey  facade  width  of  66  ft.    The  reduced  Maskey  facade  would 
be  approximately  the  width  of  Maiden  Lane.    The  intent  of  Alternative  H  would 
be  to  reduce  the  Maskey  facade  so  that  the  central  bays  of  the  facade  would 
terminate  the  axial  view  down  Maiden  Lane  from  Union  Square. 

Tne  transfer  of  approximately  39,000  sq.  ft.  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute 
would  allow  development  of  238,445  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  at  a  FAR  of 
16.7:1.    The  corner  tower  would  contain  about  224,045  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area;  and  the  structure  behind  the  four-bay  Maskey  facade  would  contain  about 
14,400  gross  sq .  ft.  (see  Figure  36,  p.  183). 
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Alternative  H  would  provide  a  corner  savings  branch  of  approximately  6,000 
useable  sq.  ft.,  and  ground-floor  retail  space  in  the  four-bay  Maskey 
structure  of  about  2,100  leaseable  sq.  ft.  (see  Figure  37-Al ternative  H, 
p. 185).    All  or  several  of  the  upper  five  floors  of  the  four-bay  Maskey 
structure  would  be  leased  to  one  or  more  multi-floor  retail  tenants,  providing 
up  to  12,600  leaseable  (14,400  gross)  sq.  ft.  of  retail  use  (including  the 
ground-floor).    This  alternative  would  contain  about  218,045  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area,  if  all  six  floors  of  the  Maskey  facade  structure  were  to  be  in 
retail  use.    The  entrance  to  the  office  elevator  lobby  would  be  on  Kearny  St.; 
the  lobby  would  contain  about  1,200  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    The  typical 
office  floor  would  contain  about  10,800  sq.  ft.  of  leaseable  floor  area. 

The  340-ft.-high  tower  would  have  a  cylindrical  treatment  at  the  corner  axis 
of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.    The  exterior  of  the  tower  would  be  light  in  color; 
exterior  materials  currently  under  consideration  are  pre-cast  concrete, 
granite,  and  tile.    Windows  would  be  of  clear  or  light-tinted  glass.  The 
corner  savings  branch  would  be  designed  to  include  a  high  ceiling,  set  backs 
with  high  pictures  windows  along  the  Post  and  Kearny  St.  frontages,  and  a 
circular  customer  lobby  that  would  complement  the  cylindrical  treatment  of  the 
corner  axis  of  the  building. 

This  alternative  would  require  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building,  as 
would  the  proposed  project.    Four-bays  of  the  Maskey  facade  would  be  retained, 
and  the  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store  would  be  moved  and  reconstructed 
opposite  Maiden  Lane.    The  project  proposes  complete  demolition  of  the 
exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building,  but  would  retain  stained  glass  panels  above 
the  entrance  bays  of  the  building.    The  transfer  of  unused  development  rights 
from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  would  help  ensure  future  preservation  of  this 
City  Landmark  by  removing  economic  incentives  for  replacing  it  with  a  larger 
building. 

Approximately  12  parking  spaces  and  two  loading  bays  would  be  provided  in  the 
basement  level  of  the  project.    Access  to  the  basement  level  would  be  provided 
from  Post  St.    The  two  off-street  loading  spaces  provided  in  this  alternative 
would  meet  requirements  of  Section  154  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  for  a 
minimum  length  of  10  ft.  and  length  of  35  ft.,  but  would  not  meet  the  vertical 


184 


u 


D 


Ui 
lU 

fs 

CO 

l- 

o 
a. 


RAMP 


s;^viisiGs 


ODO 


BI  Ah  CH 


ft. 


ENTRANCE   


O 
Eh 

W 

w 


□ 


LOBBY  . 
ENTRANCE 


RETAIL 
2,400  sq.  ft. 


FOUR-BAY   J 

MASKEY  FACADE ^ 


KEARNY  STREET 


Alternative  H 


U 


UI 
UJ 
flC 

I- 

0> 


CO 

o 

Q. 


0 


ENTRANCE 


RAMP 

( 

A\ 

IN 

GS 

I 

R7 

.NC 

H 

5, 

00 

0 

sc 

:- 

ft 

\ 

\ 

\ 

N 

•v. 

,  \ 

1 

ELEVATORS 

1  1 

1  1 

LOBBY 
ENTRANCE 


RETAIL 
3,500  sq.  ft. 


^SIX-BAY  MASKEY  FACADE 


30 


KEARNY  STREET 


FEET 


Alternative  I 


SOURCE:  skidmore.  Owings  and  Merrill  •  FIGURE  37:  Street  -  Level  Plan 


185 


VII.  Alternatives 


clearance  requirement  of  14  ft.,  as  only  a  13  ft.  clearance  could  be  provided 
given  the  size  of  the  site  and  the  location  of  the  central  elevator  core. 
Therefore,  the  sponsor  would  request  a  variance  from  vertical  clearance 
requirements,  as  provided  for  in  Section  305  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  Based 
on  a  June  1981  survey  of  Embarcadero  One,  Two,  and  Three  Centers  and  the 
Center  City  Circulation  Program,  approximately  75%  to  80%  of  all  deliveries  to 
the  project  site  would  be  made  in  trucks  that  require  a  clearance  of  13  ft.  or 
less. /I/ 

The  project  would  generally  address  the  interim  off-street  freight  loading 
requirements  established  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9286 
(adopted  January  21,  1982).    As  with  the  existing  City  Planning  Code 
requirements,  the  project  would  not  be  able  to  meet  the  vertical  clearance  of 
14  ft.  specified  in  the  interim  guidelines.    Interim  controls  require  that  the 
combined  total  width  of  freight  loading  ingress  and  egress  not  exceed  33%  of 
any  single  street  frontage  in  one  development.    The  surface-level  loading 
would  require  about  30%  of  the  Post  St.  frontage  and  so  would  meet  this 
requirement.    Interim  controls  establish  a  maximum  permitted  single  curb  cut 
of  24  ft.  to  handle  surface  level  loading  area;  a  minimum  curb  cut  of  35  ft. 
would  be  required  for  access  to  surface  level  loading  areas  on  Post  St.,  which 
would  not  meet  this  requirement.    For  comparison,  the  entrance  ramp  planned 
for  the  project  would  require  a  curb  cut  of  14  ft. 

Like  the  proposed  project,  off-street  freight  loading  spaces  would  be  directly 
accessible  to  freight  elevators.    Directories  of  building  tenants  would  be 
provided  at  all  freight  elevators,  and  a  raised  loading  dock/receiving  area 
would  be  provided  with  sufficient  dimensions  to  provide  for  short  term  storage 
of  goods. 

The  340-ft.-high  corner  tower  would  be  110  ft.  taller  than  the  height  of  the 
proposed  project  height  of  230  ft.    As  with  the  proposed  project,  this 
alternative  would  have  no  shadow  effects  on  the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza 
or  glass-dome  roof  of  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  during  summer  months  or  during 
the  noon  hour  of  any  time  of  the  year.    If  constructed.  Alternative  H  would 
contribute  to  the  complete  (100%)  shading  of  the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop 
plaza  during  spring  and  autumn,  with  this  alternative  design  casting  50%  of 
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the  shadows  and  the  Aetna  Building  and  Crocker  Tower  casting  the  remaining  50% 
of  shadows  (see  Figure  38,  p.  188).    For  comparison,  the  project  would 
contribute  to  80%  shading  of  the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza,  with  the 
project  casting  15%  of  the  shadows  during  spring  and  autumn  months.  Complete 
shading  of  the  rooftop  plaza  during  spring  and  autumn  months  would  occur  in 
the  afternoon  for  about  one  hour  (between  2:30  and  3:30  p.m.). 

Due  to  the  decreased  west-facing  massing  above  the  four-bay  Maskey  structure, 
wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  those  of  the  project. 

About  915  to  935  persons  would  be  employed  in  this  alternative,  as  compared  to 
project  employment  of  770  persons;  the  number  of  employees  would  vary 
depending  on  how  of  the  many  upper  level  floors  of  the  four-bay  Maskey 
structure  would  be  usea  for  retail  space.    Net  housing  demand  of  Alternative  H 
would  be  about  155  to  165  units,  30  to  40  units  more  than  the  project  demand 
of  125  units. 

Alternative  H  would  consume  about  20%  more  electricity  and  natural  gas  than 
would  the  proposed  project.    Approximately  20%  more  p.m.  peak-hour  vehicle 
trips  would  be  generated  by  this  alternative;  levels  of  service  at  critical 
intersections  would  not  change  from  those  described  for  the  project  on  p.  79. 
Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  cause  any  violations  of 
state  or  federal  air  quality  standards.    Eight  hour-average  and  one-hour 
concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the 
project  on  p.  90  (about  a  1%  increase). 

Alternative  H  is  the  alternative  that  is  preferred  by  the  project  sponsor  and 
architects.    Given  preservation  and  relocation  of  the  four-bay  Maskey  facade, 
this  alternative  would  meet  San  Francisco  Federal's  floor  area  requirements 
for  a  main  savings  branch,  would  provide  efficient  leaseable  office  floor 
areas;  and  would  result  in  a  suitable  design  for  its  headquarters 
building. 72/    Replacement  of  the  existing  main  savings  branch  (approximately 
5,000  sq.  ft.,  including  storage)  with  an  efficiently  designed  savings  branch 
of  about  6,000  sq.  ft.  would  allow  San  Francisco  Federal  to  improve  its 
operations  by  providing  the  following  elements  in  the  main  savings  and  loan 
hall: 
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FIGURE  38:  ALTERNATIVE  H  - 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza 
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an  increase  in  the  number  of  teller  stations  from  eight  to  12 
an  increase  in  the  number  of  new  accounts  desks  from  six  to  eight 
a  public  vault,  coupon  booths,  and  a  conference  room  (none  of  which 
are  provided  in  the  existing  main  branch  office) 
backroom  storage  and  worker  areas 

The  sponsor  believes  that  the  four-bay  Maskey  alternative  would  allow  location 
of  the  elevator  core  so  that  efficient  typical  office  floor  areas  (10,800 
gross  sq.  ft.)  could  be  achieved. /2/    From  an  urban  design  standpoint,  the 
sponsor  believes  that  this  alternative  would  enhance  the  view  corridor  down 
Maiden  Lane  from  Union  Square. /2/ 


NOTE  -  Alternative  H 

/I/  DKS  Associates,  letter  report  sent  to  Kenneth  Vais,  Architect,  Skidmore, 
Owings  and  Merrill,  July  20,  1981;  and  Department  of  City  Planning,  December 
1979,  Center  City  Circulation  Program,  Goods  Movement  Study,  Working  Paper 
No .  2 .    Both  of  these  references  are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review 
at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor.    The  June 
1981  survey  of  service  deliveries  at  the  Embarcadero  One,  Two  and  Three 
Centers  indicates  that  80%  of  the  deliveries  were  made  by  pickups  (37.3%)  or 
small  vans  (42.3%),  which  require  verticle  clearances  of  less  than  13  ft.  The 
remaining  20%  of  service  deliveries  were  by  semi-trucks,  single-unit  vehicles 
and  walk-in  vans  which  would  require  verticle  heights  of  up  to  13.6  ft.,  and 
lengths  ranging  from  30  to  65  ft.    The  1979  Center  City  Circulation  Program 
indicates  that  75%  to  78%  of  all  deliveries  would  be  by  pickups  and  small 
vans,  and  that  the  remaining  22%  to  25%  of  the  deliveries  would  be  by 
semi-trucks,  single-unit  trucks,  and  walk-in  vans. 

HI  Patrick  H.  Price,  Executive  Vice  President,  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings 
and  Loan  Association,  personal  communication.  May  18,  1982. 

♦  ALTERNATIVE  I  -  SIX-BAY  MASKEY  FACADE  WITH  A  370  FT. -HIGH  CORNER  TOWER 


Alternative  I  would  include  design  elements  similar  to  Alternative  H,  except 
that  this  alternative  would  move  a  full  or  six-bay  facade  of  the  Maksey 
Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane  (see  Figure  39,  p.  191).    This  alternative  is 
similar  to  the  conceptual  design  presented  in  Alternative  F  (see  pp.  160-167), 
but  represents  a  more  detailed  design  of  that  proposal.    Alternative  I  would 
contain  a  total  of  238,445  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  39,000  sq.  ft.  of 
which  would  be  transferred  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  (City  Landmark 
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No.  134).    Like  Alternative  H,  the  site  would  be  developed  at  a  FAR  of 
16.7:1.    The  25-story,  corner  tower  would  be  370  ft.  tall  and  would  contain 
approximately  217,445  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area;  the  low-rise  Maskey  facade 
structure  on  Lot  7  would  contain  about  21,000  gross  (19,200  leaseable)  sq.  ft. 
of  floor  area. 

The  ground-floor  of  this  alternative  would  contain  a  5000-sq.-ft.  corner 
savings  branch,  a  900  sq.  ft.  office  tower  lobby,  with  access  from  Kearny  St., 
and  a  retail  space  of  3,500  gross  (3,200  leaseable)  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  in 
the  Maskey  structure    (see  Figure  37-Al ternative  I,  p.  185).    As  in 
Alternative  H,  several  or  all  of  the  upper  five  floors  of  the  Maskey  structure 
could  be  leased  to  one  or  more  multi-floor  retail  tenants,  which  would  provide 
up  to  21,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space  at  the  project  site;  the  project 
proposes  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space.    If  all  six  floors  of  the  six-bay 
Maskey  facade  structure  were  used  for  retail,  approximately  212,445  gross  sq. 
ft.  office  space  would  be  provided  in  this  alternative.    Typical  office  floors 
would  contain  about  10,600  gross  sq.  ft. 

The  basement  level  would  contain  up  to  12  parking  spaces  and  two  loading  bays; 
a  variance  from  vertical  clearance  requirements  would  be  required  for  this 
alternative  as  discussed  above  for  Alternative  H  (see  pp.  184  and  186). 

Alternative  I  would  have  a  cylindrical  treatment  at  the  corner  axis  of  the 
tower.    This  alternative  would  also  incorporate  high  ceilings,  a  circular 
customer  lobby,  and  set  backs  along  the  Post  and  Kearny  St.  corner  frontages 
of  the  project.    The  elevator  core  of  the  project  would  extend  the  full  height 
of  the  corner  tower  and  be  visible  above  the  six-bay  Maskey  facade  structure. 
The  core  would  extend  about  24  ft.  over  the  structure,  and  would  be  set  back 
about  23  ft.  from  the  Kearny  St.  frontage. 

Alternative  I  would  retain  and  relocate  all  six  bays  of  the  Maskey  Building 
and  the  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store  opposite  Maiden  Lane.  The  60  Kearny 
St.  building  would  be  demolished  as  in  the  proposed  project. 
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•  FIGURE  39:  Alternative  I 

SOURCE:  Skidmore.  Owings  and  Merrill  Six-Bay  Maskey  Facade 
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The  corner  tower  would  be  140  ft.  taller  and  nine  stories  more  than  the 
project.    Wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  those  of  the 
project,  and  slightely  less  than  Alternaitve  H  because  of  the  wider 
west-facing  gap  above  the  six-bay  Maskey  facade  structure.    Shadow  effects  on 
the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  would  be  the  same 
as  those  described  for  Alternative  H  (see  Figure  40,  p.  193,  and  the 
discussion  on  pp.  186-187). 

An  estimated  910  to  940  persons  would  be  employed  in  this  alternative,  140  to 
170  persons  more  than  would  be  employed  by  the  project.    The  net  increase  in 
housing  demand  would  be  about  160  to  170  units,  as  compared  to  a  project 
demand  of  125  units. 

Energy  consumption  and  p.m.  peak  hourtrip  generation  would  be  20%  greater  than 
the  project.  Air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  and 
would  not  result  in  violations  of  any  state  of  federal  standards. 

SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTION  /I/ 

San  Francisco  Federal  has  made  a  commitment  to  retain  and  relocate  a  four-bay 
Maskey  facade  as  part  of  its  proposed  headquarters  project.    Relocation  of  a 
six-bay  facade  would  not  permit  the  sponsor  to  meet  its  objective  of  providing 
more  efficient  space  at  the  project  site.    Alternative  I  has  been  rejected 
because,  in  comparison  to  Alternative  H,  it  would  reduce  the  size  of  the  main 
savings  branch  hall,  and  decrease  the  size  of  the  headquarters  entrance  lobby 
and  typical  floor  area.    A  main  savings  branch  of  5,000  sq .  ft.  would  provide 
eight  to  ten  teller  stations  (two  to  four  less  than  the  desired  number); 
reduce  work  room  and  storage  space;  and  would  eliminate  the  walk-in  vault  and 
conference  room  space  (functions  which  currently  are  not  provided  at  the 
site).    In  comparison  to  Alternative  H,  the  preferred  project  alternative. 
Alternative  I  would  reduce  the  lobby  area  from  1,200  to  900  sq.  ft.;  typcial 
floor  areas  would  be  reduced  from  10,800  to  10,600  resulting  in  an  overall 
loss  of  about  5,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  in  the  25-story  tower.    The  sponsor 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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FIGURE  40:  ALTERNATIVE  I  - 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  Galleria 
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also  believes  that  the  architectural  quality  of  the  Maskey  facade  and  its 
headquarters  project  would  be  diminished  by  the  intrusion  of  the  elevator  core 
over  the  Maskey  facade  structure,  which  would  be  visible  and  extend  the  full 
height  of  the  corner  tower. 


NOTE  -  Alternative  I 

/I/  Patrick  H.  Price,  Executive  Vice  President,  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings 
and  Loan  Association,  personal  communication.  May  18,  1982. 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


A.  INTRODUCTION 


This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the 
Draft  EIR  (December  18,  1981  and  March  12,  1982)  prepared  for  the  proposed  San 
Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters  project.    Responses  to  those 
comments  are  also  contained  herein. 

All  substantive  spoken  comments  received  at  public  hearings  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  January  21  and  April  15,  1982,  and  all  substantive 
written  comments  received  during  the  public  review  period  from  December  18, 
1981  through  April  15,  1982,  were  reviewed  and  summarized  in  the  form  of 
edited  quotations. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  have  generally  been 
arranged  by  topics  according  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR 
(DEIR).    Each  group  of  comments  is  followed  by  a  corresponding  group  of 
responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows  the  order  of 
comments  under  that  topic.    As  the  subject  matter  of  a  topic  may  overlap  that 
of  other  topics,  the  reader  occasionally  must  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of 
Comments  and  Reponses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  topic.    Where  this 
occurs,  cross-references  are  provided  (e.g.,  see  Zoning/Land  Use  discussion  on 
p.  203).    References  to  information  contained  in  TiTe  DEIR  are  generally  stated 
throughout  this  document  as  "see  p.  36  of  the  DEIR." 

This  summary  of  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR 
as  a  new  section.    Text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will 
also  be  included  in  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses. 
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B.    LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


City  Planning  Commission 

Yoshio  Nakashima,  Vice  President 
Susan  Bierman,  Commissioner 
C.  Mackey  Salazar,  Commissioner 
Norman  Karasick,  Commissioner 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
Jonathan  Mai  one.  Secretary 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 
Grant  Dehart,  Executive  Director 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 
Sue  Hestor,  Attorney 

Sutter's  Mill  Restaurant 
Timothy  Socket,  Manager 
J.  Gordon  Levinson,  Manager 
Tom  Horn,  Attorney  for  Sutter's  Mill 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
Flint  A.  Nelson,  Director, 

Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Michael  Visconti,  Manager, 
Plan  and  Project  Review 

Steven  Bates 

Roger  S.  Gross 

Walter  B.  Sheldon 
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C.    CC^MENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

Land  Use  Character 
COMMENTS 

"Page  49....    Present  ground-level  uses  include  a  restaurant/bar;  two  clothing 
stores  and  a  camera  store.    I  asked  when  I  saw  these  people,  I  said,  I  read 
this  EIR  and  I  can't  figure  out  why  all  these  people  are  here.    Then  I  found 
out  why.    It's  the  Sutter's  Mill.    I  mean,  you  have  such  bland  descriptions 
you'd  have  never  any  knowledge  of  what  it  is....    The  renderings  in  this  EIR 
are  very  evasive.    They  have  three  tiny,  little  photos  that  give  you  very 
strange  perspectives.    And  you  have  a  hard  time  figuring  out  what  building  is 
next  to  what  building,  because  the  pictures  only  just  are  part  of  the  site." 
(Sue  Hestor) 

"I  think  you  need  some  photographs  that  establish  the  character  of  the  area. 
What  kind  of  a  street  is  Kearny  Street?    I  would  have  no  idea  reading  this 
EIR,  and  I  would  certainly  have  no  idea  of  what  the  establishments  were.  I 
picked  it  up  when  1  looked  at  the  square  foot  drop  on  retail.    That's  how  I 
found  out  there  was  something  going  on.    But  it  was  a  very  bland  number  and  a 
very  bland  table  to  find  out  that  there  is  something  going  on  that's  really 
screwy  on  this  site."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Figure  10  photographs  on  pp.  28  -  30  of  the  DEIR  have  been  replaced  with  a 
photograph  which  shows  all  buildings  on  the  project  site  (see  p.  200  of 
this  document)  and  a  photograph  which  shows  the  Kearny  St.  frontage  of  the 
site  (see  p.  201).    New  photographs.  Figure  10a,  have  been  added  to  the 
EIR  on  p.  30a  (see  p.  202  of  this  document).    These  photographs  show 
several  views  of  Kearny  St.  extending  from  the  project  site  to  north  of 
Sutter  St.    Figure  10a  establishes  the  low-rise  character  of  the  existing 
buildings  on  Kearny  St.    To  identify  the  existing  retail  uses  on  the 
project  site,  the  third  sentence  in  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  49  of  the 
EIR  has  been  changed  to  read  as  follows: 

"Present  ground-level  retail  includes  a  restaurant.  The  Club  House;  a 
restaurant/bar,  Sutter's  Mill;  a  clothing  store.  The  Tie  Rack;  and 
the  Discount  Camera  Store." 

See  also  the  new  Figure  10  photograph  on  p.  232  of  this  response  document. 

Retail /Res taurant-Displ  acement 

COMMENTS 

"On  Page  60, ...a  retail  loss,  going  from  11,000  sq.  ft.  to  1,600  sq.  ft.,  is 
something  that  I  think  is  a  policy  issue  that  you  have  to  address....  When 
you  are  talking  about. . .Kearny  St.'s  character,  a  loss  of  that  magnitude  of 
retail  space  is  pretty  whopping.    What  are  the  policy  implications  for  that 
kind  of  loss?    That  should  be  in  the  EIR.    Is  it  going  to  be  a  ripple  effect? 
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Is  all  of  Kearny  Street  going  to  go?    Is  Brooks  Camera  going  to  be  the  next 
one  to  go?    Because  the  west  side  is  vulnerable,  just  like  the  east  side." 
(Sue  Hestor) 

"The  original  document  said  there  would  be  no  significant  (retai  1 /restaurant 
displacement)  impact  and  declined  to  address  the  question.    Although  it  was 
raised  at  tne  last  hearing,  the  EIR  also  fails  to  address  that  question.  I 
submit  that  without  addressing  that,  its  total  environmental  impact  cannot  be 
ascertained.    The  sponsors  would  maintain  because  we  have  a  proliferation  of 
highrise  development  in  the  downtown  area,  that  makes  this  particular  highrise 
development  compatible.    I  think  that's  not  true.    I  think  one  of  the  issues 
that  ought  to  be  considered  is  the  process  of  elimination  of  downtown  eating 
places,  of  downtown  restaurants,  as  this  project  would  do.    There  was 
11,000  square  feet  of  restaurant  square  footage  on  this  site,  which... [is] 
going  to  be  eliminated,  although  the  project  intends  to  bring  an  additional 
550  people  into  the  area."    (Tom  Horn) 

"On  Page  101  on  the  mitigation,  it  states  that  1,600  square  feet  of  ground 
level  retail  space  would  be  provided.    When  you  eliminate  11,000  and  only  give 
back  1,600,  in  my  mind,  that's  not  mitigation."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

RESPONSE 

Land  use  policies  for  Kearny  St.  are  governed  by  the  designated  zoning 
district,  which  is  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office  District);  the  City  Planning 
Code  describes  the  C-3-0  District  as  a  district  in  which  "office 
development  is  supported  by  some  related  retail  and  service  uses  within 
the  area."    Ground-level  retail  support  uses  would  still  be  provided  at 
the  project  site,  as  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail/restaurant  space  and 
5,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  banking  space  would  be  provided;  teller  operated 
savings  and  loan  functions  are  considered  a  retail  use.    The  effects  (or 
merits)  of  each  project  proposed  on  Kearny  St.  would  be  decided  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 

The  project  site  currently  contains  a  total  of  about  11,000  sq.  ft.  of 

leasable  retail/restaurant  space.    Of  this  amount,  approximately 

6,100  sq.  ft.  is  ground-floor  retail/restaurant  space;  the  remaining 

4,900  sq.  ft.  of  space  is  contained  on  the  mezzanine  and  third-floor  of 

the  Sutter's  Mill  restaurant  and  bar.    About  80%  of  the  total 

retail/restaurant  space  is  in  restaurant  use,  including  Sutter's  Mill, 

containing  about  8,220  sq.  ft.,  and  the  Club  House,  containing  about 

700  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    The  remaining  2,080  sq.  ft.  is  devoted  to 

retail  use  in  the  Discount  Camera  Store  and  the  Tie  Rack.    Sutter's  Mill 

occupies  about  75%  of  the  total  retail/restaurant  space  on  the  project  ^ 

site. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  ground-level  retail  or 
restaurant  space,  resulting  in  a  net  loss  of  about  4,500  sq.  ft.  of 
ground-level  and  9,400  sq.  ft.  of  total  retail/restaurant  space  at  the 
site  (not  including  the  5,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  savings  and  loan 
operations).    Alternatives  F  and  G  would  provide  3,700  and  4,300  sq.  ft., 
respectively,  of  retail  space,  accounting  for  net  losses  of  2,300  sq.  ft. 
and  1  ,700  sq.  ft.,  respectively,  of  ground-level  retail /restaurant  space 
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(see  DEIR  Table  20,  p.  128  and  Table  22,  pp.  176-181).    The  discussion  of 
Alternatives  H  and  I  on  pp.  300-310  considers  a  multi -floor  retail  tenant 
occupying  all  or  several  of  the  upper  five  floors  of  the  Maskey  facade 
structure,  which  would  provide  up  to  14,400  to  21,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
retail/restaurant  space  at  the  project  site  (including  the  ground-floor 
space).    See  also  pp.  281-282  for  discussion  of  a  project  alternative  that 
would  retain  the  total  retail/restaurant  space  on  the  project  site,  by 
providing  a  mezzanine  level  for  retail  and  restaurant  space. 

The  character  of  Kearny  St.  would  be  expected  to  change  as  a  result  of 
cumulative  development  effects  of  office  buildings  proposed  and  under 
construction . 

Refer  to  the  response  on  pp.  205-206  for  a  discussion  of  the  change  in 
retail  character,  the  demand  for  additional  retail  space  and  a  mitigation 
measure  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor  to  retain  all  existing 
retail  uses  at  the  site. 

The  first  mitigation  measure  on  p.  101  of  the  DEIR  has  been  deleted. 
COMMENTS 

"A  half-dozen  local  eating  places  of  one  kind  or  another  were  eliminated  by 
the  new  Crocker  Bank  building.    The  proposed  structure  will  eliminate  two 
more.    Where  will  we  eat?    Moreover,  the  new  employees  generated  by  the 
Crocker  Bank  building  and  the  proposed  structure  will  further  exacerbate  not 
only  this  problem,  but  traffic  in  the  area."    (J.  Gordon  Levinson) 

"On  Page  100,  they  speak  of  the  demand  for  retail  goods  and  food  services 
relative  to  their  supply:    'Some  of  this  demand  would  be  met  locally  by  the 
proposed  Lick  Place  Galleria,  located  opposite  the  site  on  Post  Street.' 

"I  have  been  in  contact  with  the  realtors  that  are  handling  that  site.  There 
was  one  limited  restaurant  space  available,  which  was  taken  by  the  Old  Poodle 
Dog,  which  moved  from  the  Mechanics'  Building,  which  was  another  restaurant  in 
the  vicinity.    They  have  no  other  proposals  for  any  other  food  places  in  the 
Galleria.    There  will  be  two  restaurants  displaced  if  this  proposal  goes 
through,  and  we  are  concerned  that  there  is  not  adequate  space  in  this 
downtown  area  to  handle  these  two  restaurant  businesses."    (Timothy  Socket) 

"Page  49....    'The  effect  of  this  change  on  the  number  and  diversity  of 
small-scale  retail  uses  in  the  general  area  would  be  reduced  by  the 
construction  of  the  three-level  retail  galleria  in  the  Crocker 
project. . .across  from  the  project  site  on  Post  Street.'    I  seriously  question 
that.    The  types  of . . .establ ishments  on  Kearny  Street  are  not  going  to  be  who 

Crocker  leases  to          Do  you  think  they  are  going  to  have  Sutter's  Mill  in 

there?    They  will  have  up-scale  boutiques.    They  will  have  branches  of  fancy 
stores.    They  will  have  expensive  sandwich  shops  and  expensive  restaurants. 
They  will  have  an  image  to  protect,  and  it  will  be  a  very  up-scale  image. 
They  do  not  want  discount  camera  stores.    They  certainly  won't  charge  rents 
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that  will  allow  people  to  stay  there  and  people  to  rent  there.    What  about  the 
uses  above  the  ground  floor  uses?    Because  a  lot  of  the  above-ground  ground 
floor  uses  that  are  being  displaced  won't  find  space."    (Sue  Hestor) 

"I  fear  that  we  are  having  a  trend  in  the  downtown  area  which  is  to  take  small 
businesses  that  do  reflect  an  important  historical  and  cultural  past  and  to 
eliminate  them  and  to  replace  them  with  the  highrise  for  the  restaurants. 
Instead  of  reflecting  the  culture  and  the  history  of  the  past,  we  are  replaced 
with  metal  bars  and  red  barstools  and  booths  and  efficiency  in  serving  food. 
And  I  submit  that  our  culture  and  our  history  is  preserved  not  only  in  our 
architecture  and  in  our  museums,  but  can  also  be  preserved  in  our  small 
businesses.    I  submit  to  the  Commission  that  there  are  other  things  involved 
in  environmental  impact  than  its  effect  on  the  quality  of  the  air  or  the 
number  of  parking  places  that  are  created  or  its  effect  on  municipal 
transportation.    Likewise,  its  effects  on  the  elimination  of  small  businesses, 
which  businesses  have  served  to  be  a  present-day  recapturing  of  the  important 
history  and  culture  of  this  City  —  I  submit  that  without  the  environmental 
impact  study  reflecting  that  displacement,  the  EIR  is  not  complete.    We  submit 
that  without  that,  this  Board  should  not  certify  the  EIR."    (Tom  Horn) 

"I  was  offended  by  saying,  'Well,  these  people  you  know,  they  can  just  go  to 
Crocker  Plaza.'    It's  like  saying  people  can  go  to  Embarcadero  Center.  Come 
on.    If  they  tore  down  Polk  Street  or  24th  Street  and  they  said,  as  the 
alternative,  people  can  go  to  Embarcadero  Center,  if  they  were  geographically 
close  to  each  other,  would  you  say  that's  real?    I  wouldn't.    Even  if  they 
were  a  block  away.    The  character  (of  the  Lick  Place  Galleria)  is  very 
different,  the  ambience,  and  how  people  will  feel  welcome  or  not  is  very 
different,  especially  at  nighttime  and  on  weekends."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

The  proposed  project  would  displace  two  restaurants:    the  Club  House 
restaurant  containing  approximately  700  sq.  ft.  of  space,  and  Sutter's 
Mill,  a  restaurant/bar  containing  about  8,220  sq.  ft.  of  space. 
Approximately  16,800  sq.  ft.  of  restaurant  space,  contained  in  nine 
establishments,  were  demolished  for  construction  of  the  Crocker  National 
Bank  Headquarters  project,  which  includes  the  Lick  Place  Galleria.  Two 
restaurants  will  be  provided  in  the  Lick  Place  Galleria,  containing  a 
total  of  23,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    According  to  Edward  M.  Plant  Co. 
Inc.,  leasing  agent  for  the  galleria,  one  of  the  restaurants  will  contain 
18,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  and  will  offer  a  broad  range  of  foods  and 
services,  including  a  bakery.    The  other  restaurant  space,  containing 
5,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  will  be  occupied  by  the  Old  Poodle  Dog,  which 
will  move  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute.    The  4,800-sq .-ft.  floor  area 
previously  occupied  by  the  Old  Poodle  Dog  will  be  converted  to  retail 
banking  space.    Taking  into  account  the  net  increase  in  retail  space 
provided  at  the  Crocker  site  (6,200  sq.  ft.),  the  loss  of  restaurant  space 
occupied  by  the  Old  Poodle  Dog  restaurant  in  the  Mechanics'  Institute 
(4,800  sq.  ft.),  and  the  net  decrease  of  restaurant  space  on  the  project 
site  (7,300  -  8,920  sq.  ft.),  there  would  be  a  total  net  decrease  of 
5,920  -  7,520  sq.  ft.  of  restaurant  space,  and  a  net  loss  of  about  ten 
restaurant  establishments  on  the  project  block  and  Crocker  site. 
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The  increased  employment  at  the  project  site  and  in  the  Crocker  project 
will  increase  demand  for  existing  and  new  restaurant  space  in  the  project 
vicinity.    Transportation  impacts  attributable  to  this  increased 
employment  are  discussed  on  pp.  74  -  88  of  the  EIR. 

Edward  M.  Plant  Co.  anticipates  that  the  galleria  will  contain  over  60 
establishments,  retailers  and  restaurants,  with  a  large  proportion  of 
women's  apparel  shops,  some  of  which  will  be  owned  by  individual  operators 
and  some  by  chain-store  companies.    The  mix  of  retail  is  designed  to 
appeal  to  the  financial  district  worker,  the  Union  Square  shopper,  and  the 
Union  Square  tourist.    Final  leasing  was  completed  at  the  end  of  May  1982. 
(Karen  Grief f,  Leasing  Agent/Broker,  Edward  M.  Plant  Co.,  Inc.,  phone 
conversation,  March  30,  1982.) 

Rents  in  the  galleria  will  not  be  charged  on  a  standard  per  sq.  ft.  basis, 
and  will  vary  according  to  size,  location  in  the  galleria,  type  of  use  and 
gross  receipts.    All  rents  in  the  galleria,  however,  are  expected  to  be 
higher  than  existing  retail/restaurant  rents  at  the  project  site,  which 
average  approximately  $13  per  sq.  ft.  annually. 

EIR  Page  49,  add  final  sentence  to  third  paragraph  as  follows: 

"The  character,  number  and  diversity  of  the  new  retail/restaurant 
space  on  the  site  is  likely  to  be  different  from  that  of  the 
establishments  currently  occupying  the  site." 

The  following  mitigation  has  been  added  to  p.  101  of  the  EIR: 

"Measures  Under  Consideration 

"To  help  retain  the  existing  character  of  eating  establishments  at 
the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  consider  giving  first 
leasing  priority  to  Sutter's  Mill  and  the  Club  House,  should  either 
establishment  wish  to  continue  business  on  the  project  site.  If 
neither  Sutter's  Mill  nor  the  Club  House  wishes  to  relocate  at  the 
site,  the  sponsor  would  give  preferential  leasing  consideration  to 
restaurant  applicants.    Implementation  of  this  mitigation  would 
depend  on  whether  either  of  the  two  existing  restaurants  could  afford 
to  pay  higher  per  sq.  ft.  rent  than  current  rents  at  the  project 
site.    For  Sutter's  Mill,  implementation  would  also  depend  on  whether 
it  would  be  willing  to  decrease  its  restaurant  space  from 
8,200  sq.  ft.  to  1,600  sq.  ft.    See  also  pp.  182-194  for  a  discussion 
of  Alternatives  H  and  I  which  could  provide  up  to  14,400  to  21,000 
gross  sq.  ft.  of  retail/restuarant  space,  respectively." 

Potential  historic  and  cultural  aspects  of  Sutter's  Mill  are  discussed  on 
p.  223  HISTORIC,  Sutter' s  Mill    Also  refer  to  the  discussion  of  Retail 
Displacement  on  p.  199  and  pp.  203-206. 
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Zoning/ L and  Use 
COMMENTS 

"Pages  24  and  25...    That's  the  City  Planning  maps  of  the  zoning  of  the  area 
and  the  description  of  it,  the  textual  matter  that  goes  with  it. 

"Both  projects .. .are  on  the  edges  of  the  C-3-0  area,  which  is  the  area  of  most 
controversy, .. .because  it  seems  to  be  anything  goes... no  matter  what  the 
effects  are  on  the  surrounding  and  adjacent  zoning  areas...    Kearny  Street, 
both  sides  of  Kearny  Street,  is  the  last... part  of  C-3-0.    Right  to  the  west 
of  that  is  C-3-R,  a  retail  area  which  is  supposed  to  be  one  of  the  major 
assets  in  the  City...    Those  nice  buildings  around  Union  Square  have 
traditionally  accommodated  a  lot  of  retail  and  retail  support  and  light 
industry  uses.    They  have  traditionally  not  been  the  places  where  lawyers  go 
for  their  offices,  where  banks  go  for  their  offices.    Now  we  have  Crocker 
really  anchoring  that  corner  on  Kearny  Street,  and  another  financial 
institution  trying  to  anchor  another  site  down  on  Kearny  Street.  Kearny 
Street  is  a  mix  of  retail.    It  is  a  mix  of  low  density  retail  and... there  are 
architecture  offices,  there  are  little  offices. 

"What  I  read  in  the  Sedway-Cooke  study... what  I  think  the  Commission  and  the 
staff  read  said... you  got  a  problem  here.    There's  some  bad  effects  if  you 
don't  look  at  what  you  have  as  zoning  right  now  and  start  changing  them.  I 
presume  that's  what  you  are  planning  on  doing  in  the  Downtown  EIR,  but  I  think 
there  should  be  a  little  reflection  of  it  in  this  EIR.    "(Sue  Hestor) 

"We  are  losing  a  lot  of  small  business  people.    We  will  lose  a  lot  more  if  the 
bars  and  the  camera  shops  and  the  clothing  stores  that  aren't  selling  at 
I.  Magnin  price  levels,  and  the  tie  shops  and  the  sandwich  stores  which  exist 
on  Kearny  Street  and      Kearny  Street  has  an  abundance  of  those  —  feel  the 
pressure  from  Crocker,  from  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan,  from  Mr. 
Shorenstein ' s  hotel  across  the  street  from  the  Bank  of  America,  and  all  the 
other  proposals  that  are  coming  in  to  this  strip.    You  are  making  a  conscious 
or  an  unconscious  decision  to  put  some  real  pressure  on  Union  Square. 

"From  the  west  it  is  going  to  come  from  the  hotels  and  the  Tenderloin." 
(Sue  Hestor) 

"I  think  in  the  environmental  setting  when  you  are  talking  about  the  bland 
numbers,  you  have  the  responsibility  to. . .[acknowledge]  that  the  way  the 
Commission  and  the  staff  approves  things  can  have  a  devastating  effect  because 
the  height  is  so  high  and  the  C-3-0  zone  is  so  high  —  it  overwhelms  the  use 
that's  there.    The  use  that's  there  on  Kearny  Street  is  not  C-3-0.    The  use  is 
there  on  Kearny  Street  is  much  reduced  level  commercial,  according  to  the 
Planning  Code.    It  is  much  more  compatible  with  C-3-R  than  C-3-0.    But  Sloane 
can  start  the  ball  rolling       Sloane  and  this  building  and  Crocker  and  bang, 
you  lose  everything  to  Stockton  Street.    Then  Macy's  and  Liberty  House  and  the 
Emporium  might  wonder  what  the  hell  is  going  on  and  start  wondering  about  the 
threat,  if  the  stores  on  Post  Street  and  Sutter  Street  can't  survive,  what  is 
the  viability  of  downtown?    What  is  the  viability  of  our  kind  of  carriage 
trade,  nice  establishments  downtown?    Some  of  them  will  continue  to  survive, 
but  the  variety  that  exists  on  those  streets  will  be  lost  and  will  be  lost 
very  fast."    (Sue  Hestor) 
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"The  first  full  paragraph  on  Page  25,  when  you  talk  about  the  project  site  in 
a  transitional  height  area... it's  not  only  a  transitional  height  area,  it  is  a 
transitional  use  area.    It  is  a  use  area  that  is  very  important  to  the  City, 
and  it  is  a  use  area  that  can  be  obliterated  by  forcing  up  rents,  by  making 
the  property  so  vaulable  that  everyone  sees  that  the  only  use  to  have,  if 
you're  a  smart  investor,  is  something  that  gets  you  $20,  $25  a  square  foot  a 
year.    And  that  isn't  the  kind  of  establishments  that  are  there  now  or  can 
afford  to  be  there.    You  will  start  having  a  lot  more  McDonald' s  and  a  lot 
more  fast  food  franchises  and  national  corporations  rather  than  small  San 
Francisco  businesses.    Because  they  are  the  ones  that  pay  the  freight.  They 
have  their  standardized  plans...."    (Sue  Hestor) 

"I  am  extremely  concerned  that  the  continued  proliferation  of  highrise  office 
towers  in  the  downtown  area  will  irrevocably  alter  the  small  business 
community.    Existing  small  businesses  cannot  afford  the  disruption  to  their 
business  caused  by  relocating  when  their  premises  are  demolished  for  a  tower. 
In  addition,  the  acute  rise  in  property  values  occurring  both  from  the 
spiral  ing  inflation  and  construction  costs  are  prohibiting  the  continued 
existance  of  healthy  businesses  and  the  commencement  of  new  enterprises." 
(Roger  S.  Gross) 

RESPONSE 

The  project  site  is  located  along  the  western  border  of  the  (C-3-0) 
Downtown  Office  Planning  Code  Use  District.    Farther  west,  across 
Kearny  St.,  is  the  Union  Square  retail  shopping  district  which  is  zoned 
C-3-R,  Retail  Shopping,  and  C-3-G,  Downtown  Support  Use  Districts.  The 
C-3-G  and  C-3-R  Districts  allow  development  of  lower  intensity  uses  than 
are  permitted  in  the  C-3-0  District.    Office  uses  are  permitted  in  both 
C-3-R  and  C-3-G  Districts,  as  in  the  C-3-0  District.    However,  the  C-3-0 
and  C-3-R  have  a  basic  FAR  of  10:1  as  compared  to  a  FAR  of  14:1  in  the 
C-3-0  District.    As  fewer  parcels  are  available  for  office  development  in 
the  core  of  the  C-3-0  District,  there  will  be  increasing  pressure  for 
office  development  along  the  fringes  of  the  district,  which  contain  lower 
intensity  uses  than  in  the  core  of  the  C-3-0  District.    Cumulative  office 
development  under  construction  and  proposed  along  the  western  border  of 
the  C-3-0  District  (see  Figure  2  on  p.  11  of  the  EIR)  would  contribute  to 
increased  pressure  for  development,  indirectly  causing  property  values  and 
rents  to  rise.    Anticipation  of  increased  office  growth  would  affect 
property  values  and  rents. 

Although  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Headquarters  project  would  be 
part  of  this  overall  trend,  it  should  be  distinguished  from  speculative 
office  development.    San  Francisco  Federal  is  a  primary  land  owner 
proposing  to  construct  headquarters  offices  on  property  that  it  has 
occupied  since  1944.    The  parcels  were  assembled  with  the  intent  of 
eventually  constructing  headquarters  offices  on  the  project  site 
(Ernie  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  telephone  communication, 
February  18,  1982). 

As  property  values  and  existing  rents  increase,  existing  low-intensity 
retail  uses  would  eventually  be  upgraded  or  would  be  converted  to  other 
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permitted  uses  that  could  command  higher  rents.    Either  of  these  actions 
would  have  the  indirect  effect  of  displacing  or  altering  the  character  and 
diversity  of  existing  retail  uses  along  Kearny  St. 

The  timing,  dynamics,  and  likelihood  of  these  indirect  effects  cannot  be 
accurately  predicted,  but  would  depend  on  whether  or  not  the  strong  demand 
for  office  space  in  the  C-3-0  District  continues  and  increases. 
Displacement  and  conversion  of  low-intensity  uses  South  of  Market  and  in 
the  Tenderloin  have  been  examined,  respectively,  in  SPUR,  June  1981,  South 
of  Market:  A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier;  and  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  January  1981,  Hotel  Rama?a  FTncrr"EIR  (EE80.171).  The 
Union  Square  retail  district  could  be  affected  by  development  pressures  in 
surrounding  areas.    However,  intensification  or  conversion  of  land  uses  in 
tnat  district  would  be  governed  by  C-3-R  and  C-3-G  Planning  Code  Use  and 
Height  and  Bulk  Districts. 

To  address  concerns  expressed  in  the  comments  above,  the  following  changes 
have  been  made  in  the  EIR: 

The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  25  of  the  EIR  has  been 
revised  to  read:  "The  project  site  is  in  a  transitional  height  and  use 
area; ..." 

A  new  sentence  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on 
p.  25:    "As  fewer  parcels  are  available  for  development  in  the  core  of  the 
C-3-0  district,  there  will  be  increasing  pressure  for  office  development 
along  the  fringes  of  the  C-3-0  District,  including  Kearny  St.  which  forms 
the  western  boundary  of  the  C-3-0  District." 

The  paragraph  below  has  been  inserted  after  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  50 
at  the  end  of  the  LAND  USE  AND  ZONING  impact  section: 

"Cumulative  office  development  under  construction  and  proposed  along 
the  western  border  of  the  C-3-0  District,  (see  Figure  2  on  p.  11) 
would  contribute  to  increased  pressure  for  development  on  the  fringes 
of  the  C-3-0  District.    (See  discussion  of  cumulative  office  demand 
on  pp.  63-64).    Low-intensity  retail  uses  along  Kearny  St.  would  be 
displaced  or  would  be  expected  to  convert  to  higher  intensity  uses." 

See  also  response  on  pp.  203-204  concerning  Department  of  City  Planning 
zoning  and  land  use  policies  for  Kearny  St. 


HISTORIC 


COMMENTS 

"Since  Mechanics'  Institute  is  a  designated  landmark,  this  Board  would  be 
concerned  with  possible  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  the 
building.    This  concern  would  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  effect  of 
locating  loading  dock  access  immediately  adjacent  to  Mechanics'  Institute. 

"Page  3,  Paragraph  4,  1st  sentence:    Note  that  Mechanics'  Institute  is 
designated  City  landmark  number  134  (also  p.  27)."    (Jonathan  Malone) 
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RESPONSE 

Several  elements  of  the  project  design  were  selected  with  the  intent  of 
relating  visually  to  the  adjacent  Mechanics'  Institute.    The  project  would 
continue  the  Mechanics'  Institute  roof line  with  an  llth-floor  balcony  and 
terrace  extending  across  the  Post  and  Kearny  St.  facades.    A  second  visual 
link  would  be  provided  by  a  first-floor  belt  course  which  would  be  at  the 
same  height  as  the  lower  cornice  line  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute.  The 
upper  six  stories  would  be  set  back  20  ft.  from  the  roofline  of  the 
Mechanics'  Institute  to  provide  a  terrace  area  which  would  distinguish  the 
Mechanics'  Institute.    These  measures  are  outlined  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
paragraphs  on  p.  50  of  the  EIR. 

Under  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Effects,  p.  50,  first  paragraph,  add  final 
sentence  as  fol lows: 

"The  enclosed  entrance  to  the  loading  ramp  would  be  located  on 
Post  St.,  next  to  the  Mechanics'  Institute.    The  urban  design  impact 
of  the  loading  ramp  on  the  architectural  integrity  of  the  Mechanics' 
Institute  would  depend  on  the  design  and  the  frequency  of  use  of  the 
loading  ramp  entrance  and  door." 

Add  a  new  mitigation  measure  after  the  second  measure  in  the  Urban  Design 
Section  on  p.  6  of  the  EIR  (and  repeat  in  the  Urban  Design  mitigation 
section  on  p.  103  of  the  EIR): 

"Design  features  would  be  incorporated  into  the  exterior  of  the  ramp 
and  loading  area  to  minimize  the  visual  effects  of  the  curb  cut  and 
Post  St.  ramp  entrance  on  the  Mechanic' s  Institute." 

The  Mechanics'  Institute  is  a  designated  City  Landmark  and  this  is 
reflected  in  the  following  changes  to  the  EIR:    Page  3,  paragraph  4,  first 
sentence  has  been  changed  to  read: 

"...to  the  Mechanic' s  Institute,  a  designated  City  Landmark 
(No.  134),  which  borders  the  site  on  the  east,..." 

Page  27,  paragraph  2,  change  last  sentence  to  read: 

"The  nine-story  building  with  its  two-story  1 ibrary  is  a  designated 
City  Landmark  (No.  134)  under  the  provisions  of  Section  1004  of  the 
City  Planning  Code." 

CCNMENT 

"Both  the  Bullock  &  Jones  and  Maskey  Buildings  lie  within  Conservation 
District  Number  1,  identified  in  GDD.    Demolition  of  the  buildings  would  be 
contrary  to  the  stated  objectives  of  the  Downtown  Conservation  Districts, 
notably  'to  conserve  the  architectural  resources  that  distinguish  the  City's 

downtown  financial  center  and  retail  areas          The  conservation  of  the  area's 

architectural  resources  requires  the  preservation  of  those  buildings  that 
contribute  to  the  visual  richness  of  the  street,  the  sense  of  historical 
continuity,  and  the  overall  architectural  excellence  and  design  unity.'  Both 
buildings  in  question  are  by  definition  'significant  buildings.'" 
(Grant  Dehart) 
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"...the  EIR  report  does  not  address  itself  to  the  cumulative  effect  on  the 
quality  of  life  in  the  downtown  area  due  to  the  demolition  of  architecturally 
and/or  historically  significant  buildings."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Add  the  paragraph  below  to  p.  59a  of  the  EIR  at  the  end  of  the  Section  IV. 
Environmental  Impacts,  CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS: 

"The  Planning  Department  has  issued  several  proposed  development 
controls  for  Downtown  projects  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  (GDP)  May  1981.    Controls  contained  in  GDD  have  not  yet 
been  fully  implemented  and  proposed  development  is  still  governed  by 
the  existing  City  Planning  Code.    If  GDD  were  to  be  implemented  in 
the  future,  the  60  Kearny  St.  (Bullock  and  Jones)  Building  and  the 
Maskey  Building  would  be  located  in  the  proposed  Conservation 
District  No.  1.    The  proposed  project,  by  demolishing  the  Maskey 
Building  and  60  Kearny  St.  Building,  would  not  address  the  objective 
for  establishing  Conservation  District  No.  1  which  is  'to  conserve 
the  architectural  resources  that  distinguish  the  City's  downtown 
financial  center  and  retail  area  and  enhance  their  attractiveness  as 
a  location  for  business  activity'  (see  GDD,  p.  F-12).    Demolition  of 
these  two  buildings  would  diminish  the  h istor ical  and  architectural 
context  and  design  unity  of  the  low-rise  buildings  north  and  west  of 
the  site,  particularly  along  Kearny  St.    The  design  unity  and 
architectural  context  of  Kearny  St.  have  already  been  altered  by 
construction  of  the  40-story,  500-ft.-high  Crocker  Tower  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts." 

The  cumulative  effect  of  demolition  of  architecturally  and  historically 
significant  buildings  would  be  the  continuing  replacement  of  older 
buildings  with  modern  buildings,  thus  altering  the  character  of  the 
downtown  area,  especially  on  blocks  which  are  presently  predominated  by 
older  buildings.    See  also  further  discussion  of  proposed  Conservation 
District  Policies  on  p.  297,  ALTERNATIVES,  Alternative  D:  Development 
Conforming  to  Guiding  Downtown  Development. 

COMENTS 

"Page  3,  Paragraph  4,  2nd  sentence:    Note  that  the  American  Savings  and  Loan 
building  at  690  Market  Street  is  a  1962  remodel  of  the  1889  Chronicle  Building 
designed  by  the  important  Chicago  architectural  firm  of  Burnham  and  Root. 
Willis  Polk  was  the  architect  of  two  additions.    Though  remodelled, 
restoration  of  the  original  facade  would  again  reveal  an  extremely  important 
structure. 

"The  building  would  receive  an  'A'  rating  according  to  the  research  in 
Splendid  Survivors  if  it  is  ever  restored  or  original  condition  revealed." 
(Jonathan  Ma  lone} 
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RESPONSE 

Page  3,  paragraph  4  is  a  summary  of  the  visual  context  of  the  proposed 
project.    The  statements  above  have  been  added  as  indicated  to  the 
C.  CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS  discussion  of  the  EIR,  replacing  the 
thi ra  sentence'  of  the  first'full'  paragraph  on  p.  27: 

"The  American  Savings  and  Loan  Building  is  a  1962  remodel  of  the 
1889  Chronicle  Building,  designed  by  the  Chicago  architectural  firm 
of  Burnham  and  Root.    It  withstood  the  1906  earthquake  and  was 
rebuilt  and  expanded  twice  by  Willis  Polk.    If  restored  to  its 
original  appearance,  the  building  would  receive  an  'A*  rating  in  the 
Heritage  survey. /I/    It  is  not  known  whether  restoration  would  be 
possible  or  the  extent  of  required  restoration." 

Replace  note  /I/  on  p.  31  of  the  EIR  with  the  following: 

"/I/  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  prepared  for  the 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  1979,  Splendid 
Survivors,  p.  84." 

COMMENTS 

"Since  San  Francisco  Federal  only  plans  to  occupy  40,000  sq.  ft.  when  the 
project  is  first  built,  or  25%,  it  is  very  hard  for  me  to  understand  from  the 
EIR  or  in  my  own  head  why  they  need  such  a  unified  building  design.    There  is 
quite  a  bit  of  talk  in  this  EIR  about  their  need  for  unified  design.    It  seems 
to  me  that  in  this  City  with  guidelines,  current  guidelines  from  this 
Commission  and  from  this  Director  and  Department  about  preservation,  very 
short  shrift  was  given  to  analyzing  the  preservation.    It  seems  to  me, 
San  Francisco  [Federal]  could  well  make  its  mark  historically,  importantly  in 
a  way  other  than  just  a  unified  building  facade  of  a  new  building  like  many 
other  buildings  in  this  City.    We  have  gotten  Crocker  willing  to  cooperate 
about  the  preservation  of  the  bank  building  in  that  area;. ..this  EIR  gives... 
short  shrift  about  the  whole  area....    Kearny  Street  is  a  very  special  place, 
and  buildings  are  very  special.... 

There  must  be  some  way  for  San  Francisco  Federal  to  use  in  their  advertising 
and  use  in  their  image  what  they  have  done  in  terms  of  preservation.    It  is 
done  in  New  York.    What  this  City  needs  and  demands  --  I  don't  know  how  you 
answer  it  in  the  EIR,  but  I  know  that  there  is  very  little  in  the  EIR  to  show 
that  that  would  be  important."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  would  be  the  principal  occupant  of 
the  new  building,  occupying  about  45,000  net  sq.  ft.  or  25%  of  the  total 
net  leasable  floor  area  at  initial  occupancy. 

The  project  would  be  San  Francisco  Federal's  permanent  headquarters 
building  that  would  eventually  house  all  San  Francisco  employees.  During 
subsequent  years  of  building  operation,  San  Francisco  Federal  would  begin 
and  continue  to  occupy  larger  amounts  of  leasable  floor  area  as  its 
employment  force  grows. 
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San  Francisco  Federal  currently  proposes  to  adopt  a  project  alternative 
that  would  move  and  retain  a  four-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building,  and 
retain  interior  portions  of  the  Tie  Rack  store. 

Maskey  Building 

COMMENT 

"Moving  and  reconstructing  terra  cotta  is  no  easy  task.    Terra  cotta  is  very 
brittle  and  fragile  material.    Removing  it  from  an  existing  building  and 
replacing  it  in  another  location  will  likely  result  in  the  damage  or  total 
destruction  of  many  of  the  ornamental  pieces  of  that  building."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  project  sponsor  is  currently  considering  adopting  a  project 
alternative  that  would  entail  moving  the  four-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey 
Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane,  behind  which  a  new  six-story  building  would 
be  constructed  (see  the  discussion  of  Alternative  F  on  pp.  160-167  of  the 
EIR  and  Alternative  H  on  pp.  300-307  of  this  document). 

A  study  has  been  conducted  by  Wiss,  Janney,  Elstner  and  Associates,  which 
examines  the  condition  of  the  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  outlines 
three  methods  of  moving  the  facade.    This  study  is  on  file  and  available 
for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister, 
5th  Floor.    According  to  the  feasibility  report,  the  terra  cotta  on  the 
facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  is  in  excellent  condition.    One  method  would 
move  the  facade  in  one  section.    The  facade  would  be  separated  from  the 
Maskey  Building  structure  by  cutting  the  floor  joists  and  leaving  the 
entire  front  wall  intact.    The  inside  of  the  wall  would  be  reinforced  and 
braced  to  maintain  stability  of  the  facade.    Removing  the  facade  in  one 
section  would  be  expected  to  cause  a  minimum  of  damage  to  the  terra 
cotta.    A  second  method  would  move  the  facade  in  several  sections,  which 
could  damage  the  finish  at  the  cutting  points  and  would  require  some 
replacement  of  the  terra  cotta.    A  third  option  would  be  to  remove  the 
terra  cotta  block  by  block  from  the  existing  frame  and  replace  it  on  a  new 
frame.    This  could  cause  damage  to  many  of  the  blocks,  although  they  could 
be  replaced  by  the  original  manufacturer.  Gladding,  McBean,  and  Company. 
According  to  the  report,  any  damage  likely  to  result  from  any  of  these 
methods  could  be  repaired. 

COMMENT 

"Page  3,  update  the  landmark  status  to  say  "denial  of  status." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

"Page  20,  Paragraph  3:    The  Maskey  Building  was  recommended  for  designation  as 
a  landmark  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  on  September  9,  1981 
(reference  on  pp.  27,  59,  and  114)."    (Jonathan  Mai  one) 

RESPONSE 

To  reflect  the  change  in  the  status  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  recommendation  of  landmark  designation  for  the  Maskey  Building,  the 
following  changes  are  made  to  the  EIR: 
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Page  3,  second  full  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph,  revise  sentence  as 
shown  below: 

"The  Maskey  Building  was  recommended  for  landmark  status  by  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  Heritage.  That 
recommendation  was  rejected  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  and,  on 
appeal,  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors." 

Page  20,  paragraph  3,  replace  as  follows: 

"The  Maskey  Building,  located  on  Lot  8  of  the  project  site,  was 
recommended  for  landmark  designation  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  on  September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was 
rejected  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  March  18,  1982.    The  City 
Planning  Commission's  decision  was  subsequently  appealed  by  the 
Landmarks  Advisory  Board  and  Heritage  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
The  Board  rejected  the  landmark  designation  on  May  10,  1982." 

Page  27,  paragraph  3,  change  last  sentence  to  read: 

"The  Maskey  Building,  a  steel-framed  building  clad  in  white  glazed 
terra  cotta,  was  recommended  for  designation  as  a  landmark  by  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.    The  recommendation  was 
subsequently  rejected  by  the  Planning  Commission  and,  on  appeal,  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors." 

Page  59,  paragraph  4,  change  last  sentence  to  read: 

"The  Maskey  Building  at  46  Kearny  St.  was  recommended  for  designation 
as  a  City  landmark  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  on 
September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was  rejected  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  March  18,  1982.    The  City  Planning 
Commission's  decision  was  appealed  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  Heritage  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.    The  full 
Board  of  Supervisors  rejected  the  recommended  designation  on  May  10, 
1982." 

Page  114,  paragraph  1,  change  last  sentence  as  follows: 

"The  Maskey  Building  was  recommended  for  designation  as  a  City 
landmark  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  on 
September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was  subsequently  rejected  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  and,  on  appeal,  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  May  10,  1982." 

CCMMENTS 

"You  have  just  received  a  package  of  detailed  information  [Site  Analysis 
conducted  by  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.]  about  the  [Maskey]  building 
and  the  feasibility  of  moving  it,  the  costs  of  moving  it  and  other  design 
alternatives.    Will  the  public  have  the  opportunity  to  review  that  material 
and  challenge  it,  and  particularly  challenge  some  of  the  characterizations  of 
the  document?    If... all  the  public  has  available  to  it... [are  a  few  points] 
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that  were  drawn  from  the  total  report  [by  Timothy  Tosta  at  the  public 
hearing],  it  seems  only  fair  to  me  and  the  only  legally  appropriate  way  to  go, 
is  to  provide  that,  a  full  attachment  to  the  revised  Draft  EIS." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

"The  Charles  Hall  Page  Report  talks  about  architectural  importance,  about  the 
area,  the  significance  of  all  the  buildings  as  they  were  together.    It  talks 
about  the  possibility  of  retention  of  the  building,  either  in  part  or  in 
total;  has  drawings  of  possible  alternatives.    I  know  that  I  can't  or  I 
presume  I  can't  ask  that  the  whole  thing  be  in  the  EIR,  but  I  would  like 
notation  in  the  EIR  that  this  is  avail  able. . .at  100  Lark  in  and  should  be 
available  to  those  who  are  interested  in  it."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  first  draft  of  the  Charles  Hall  Page  report  referred  to  in  the  comment 
was  available  for  review  on  December  21,  1981,  after  publication  of  the 
DEIR  on  December  18,  1981.    (The  final  Charles  Hall  Page  report  was 
published  in  January  1982.)    Therefore,  information  contained  in  that 
report  was  not  available  for  incorporation  into  the  DEIR.    Copies  of  the 
Charles  Hall  Page  report  were  given  to  members  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  January  21,  1982  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  December  18, 
1982  DEIR.    A  copy  of  the  final  report  was  placed  on  file  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  on  January  22,  1982. 

Add  the  following  paragraph  after  the  fourth  paragraph  on  p.  30b  of  the 
EIR: 

"A  site  analysis  report  was  prepared  for  the  project  by  Charles  Hall 
Page  &  Associates,  Inc.  (January  1982).    The  report  focuses  on  the 
Maskey  Building  and  describes  the  design  and  architectural  merit; 
analyzes  the  architectural  context;  and  evaluates  four  alternatives 
which  woijld  retain  portions  of  the  structure  or  design  elements  of 
the  Maskey  Building.    The  report  is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAl 1 ister, 
5th  Floor." 

COMENT 

"I  would  only  like  to  call  attention  to  comments  that  have  not  been  raised  but 
are  directly  relevant  to  the  question  of  facade  retention  or  moving  of  only 

the  facade          The  existing  retail  establishment  in  the  Maskey  Building. . .is 

probably  one  of  the  few  remaining  intact  commercial  establishments  of  a  retail 
nature  in  Kearny  Street,  and  perhaps  one  of  the  few  in  the  downtown.  It's 
hardly  been  changed  at  all  since  the  building  was  built.    All  of  the  woodwork, 
trim  is  still  intact  for  probably  two  full  bays  of  the  building." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  Tie  Rack  store  contains  portions  of  the  original  interior  of  the 
Maskey  Fine  Candies  store.    This  store  would  not  be  retained  in  the 
proposed  project.    See  Alternatives  Bl.a  and  E  pp.  125-133  and 
pp.  150-159,  respectively  of  the  EIR.    Both  of  these  alternatives  would 
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retain  the  original  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store  at  its  existing 
location  on  the  project  site.    In  Alternatives  F  and  G  (see  pp.  160-175  of 
the  EIR)  and  Alternatives  H  and  I  (see  pp.  300-310  of  this  document),  the 
original  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store  would  be  moved  opposite  Maiden 
Lane  and  reconstructed.    These  alternatives  would  also  move  the  full  or 
reduced  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane. 

COMMENTS 

"On  Page  6,  the  mitigation  measures  claim  that  the  'light  colored  building 
cladding  and  clear  gl ass .. .would  be  related  to  the  traditional  older  buildings 
in  the  project  vicinity.'    This  is  inaccurate  and  should  not  be  claimed  as  a 
mitigation.    The  entire  design  of  the  proposal  is  in  contrast  to  and  detracts 
from  the  traditional  older  buildings  in  the  vicinity.    The  strong  horizontal 
floor  and  window  bands  of  the  proposal,  curved  corner  and  other  design 
elements  of  the  building  appear  to  be  derived  from  the  'Bauhaus'  style  of 
design  which  strongly  contrasts  with  the  Neo-classical  and  Renaissance  styles 
of  the  architecture  of  surrounding  buildings  with  their  heavily  detailed 
vertical  design  elements. 

"The  use  of  stained  glass  panels  from  the  Maskey  Building  in  a  new  building 
eliminates  the  architectural  context  of  these  details,  thus  making  a  mockery 
of  preservation,  especially  when  counted  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  the 
demolition  of  the  Maskey."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"Page  104:    The  Landmarks  Board  objects  to  inclusion  of  the  section  on  reuse 
of  the  stained  glass  from  the  Maskey  Building  as  a  mitigation  measure  for 
demolition  of  a  building  recommended  for  landmark  designation,  rated  B  on  the 
City  Planning  Commission's  Significant  Buildings  List  and  considered  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.    Removal  of  the  stained  glass 
panels  compromises  their  value  as  original,  intact  features  of  an  historic 
building  and  their  reuse  can  not  be  viewed  as  a  mitigating  measure  for  the 
environmental  effect  of  demolishing  this  building."    (Jonathan  Malone) 

RESPONSE 

Light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass  were  selected  so  that  the  exterior 
color  and  window  treatment  (not  architectural  style)  of  the  proposed 
building  would  relate  more  to  the  low-rise,  traditional  buildings  west  of 
the  project  site,  than  do  the  darker  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building. 
The  Crocker  Tower  has  reflective  glass  windows,  and  the  Aetna  Building  has 
tinted  glass  windows.    Mitigation  measures  on  pp.  6  and  102  of  the  EIR 
which  refer  to  "light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass"  have  been  changed 
to  read: 

"Light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass  have  been  selected  for  the 
proposed  project.    These  treatments  would  relate  more  to  the 
low-rise,  traditional  buildings  to  the  west  than  do  the  dark  granite 
exterior  of  the  Crocker  Tower,  which  has  reflective  glass,  and  the 
dark  cladding  of  the  Aetna  Building,  which  has  tinted  glass  windows." 

Pages  6  and  104  of  the  EIR,  add  the  following  sentence  after  mitigations 
referring  to  preservation  of  stained  glass  panels  of  the  Maskey  Building: 
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"Retaining  the  stained  glass  panels  and  incorporating  them  into  a  new 
project  would  not  totally  mitigate  the  effect  of  demolishing  the 
Maskey  Building,  and  would  eliminate  the  original  architectural 
context  of  the  panels." 

Historic  District 

COMMENTS 

"Page  3,  Paragraph  1,  Add:    The  project  site  is  located  in  a  (potential) 
National  Register  district,  as  identified  in  the  Heritage  sponsored  survey  of 
downtown.    Splendid  Survivors  describes  this  Retail  Shopping  District  as  'The 
finest  of  San  Francfsco's  potential  National  Register  Districts  in  the  quality 
of  its  architecture  and  in  the  collective  realization  of  the  goals  of  the 
City    Beautiful  Movement.*    (Splendid  Survivors,  p.  249)."    (Jonathan  Mai  one) 

"Page  54,  B.    Policies  for  Conservation 


The  two  "B"  rated  buildings  are  considered  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places  according  to  the  Heritage  sponsored  survey  of  downtown." 
(Jonathan  Malone) 

"It  [the  DEIR]  fails  to  discuss  the  impact  of  the  proposal  on  the  potential 
historic  district  outlined  in  Heritage's  Splendid  Survivors  or  the  downtown 
conservation  district  proposed  in  GuidingHJowntown  development.    (Grant  Dehart) 

"The  DEIR  makes  no  mention  of  the  location  of  the  Maskey  and  Bullock  and  Jones 
Buildings  within  a  potential  National  Register  Historic  District  which  was 
identified  in  Splendid  Survivors.    The  boundaries  of  this  potential  district 
have  been  con 1 1 rmed"wffFi'~mbdifi cations  in  informal  consultations  with  the 
staff  of  the  State  office  of  Historic  Preservation.    The  boundaries  have  been 
modified  since  the  potential  Historic  District  was  identified,  by  eliminating 
areas  in  which  new  buildings  have  replaced  old  ones,  and  by  adding  adjacent 
compatible  areas.    Two  areas  eliminated  were:    the  sites  occupied  by  the 
Crocker  Building  in  the  next  block  of  Kearny,  and  by  the  new  Neiman  Marcus 
store  where  the  City  of  Paris  formerly  stood.    The  boundaries  have  been 
expanded  in  numerous  places,  including  the  parcel  behind  the  Maskey  Building 
on  Market,  occupied  by  660  Market.    The  'Retail-Shopping  District,'  as  this 
potential  Historic  District  is  called,  is  the  most  important  of  eight 
Districts  identified  in  Splendid  Survivors. 

"The  proposed  development  alternative  which  would  require  demolition  of  both 
the  Maskey  and  Bullock  &  Jones  Buildings  would  not  only  eliminate  the  sites  of 
those  buildings  from  the  potential  historic  district  but,  by  significantly 
breaking  the  continuity  of  the  District,  would  eliminate  the  Mechanics' 
Institute,  the  Chronicle  Building,  and  660  Market  from  the  District  as  well." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

"The  cultural  and  historical  impacts  discussion  on  pages  26-31  is  inadequate. 
It  fails  to  discuss  the  proposed  historic  and  conservation  districts  and  the 
effects  of  the  project  on  these  districts.. ..It  fails  to  discuss  the  potential 
eligibility  of  the  two  'significant'  buildings  on  the  site  for  the  National 
Register,  or  the  economic  implications  of  this  eligibility  for  preservation." 
(Grant  Dehart) 
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RESPONSE 

Discussion  of  the  potential  historic  districts  has  been  added  to  the  EIR 
on  p.  3  and  p.  30b,  as  noted  below.    All  of  the  project  block,  except  for 
Lot  5,  occupied  by  the  Aetna  Building,  is  included  in  the  National 
Register  Historic  District  proposed  by  Heritage  in  Splendid  Survivors. 
Splendid  Survivors  indicates  that  the  project  site  fs  within'and  adjacent 
to  areas  of  Downtown  "which  appear  to  be  eligible  for  listing  as  National 
Register  Historic  Districts"  (p.  248).    The  site  is  located  within  the 
potential  Retail-Shopping  District  (District  No.  2),  which  is  adjacent  to 
the  Kearny  St.  and  the  Market  /  New  Montgomery  Sts.  Districts  (Districts  3 
and  6).    A  Historic  District  is  a  "group  of  contiguous  buildings  or  sites 
which  meet  the  criteria  of  the  Naional  Register.    It  is  not  necessary  that 
each  building  in  a  district  be  individually  eligibile,  or  that  every 
building    be  a  positive  contributor,  but  that  collectively  they  represent 
a  unified  ensemble  that  expresses  a  coherent  image  of  a  period  in  the 
history  of  a  place  or  its  architecture"  (p.  248).    Among  other  criteria, 
at  least  75%  of  the  exterior  walls  of  a  building  must  be  retained  for 
inclusion  in  a  Historic  District. 

Because  the  project  block  forms  the  southern  border  of  the  proposed 
Retail-Shopping  District,  demolition  of  the  two  "B"  rated  buildings  on  the 
project  site  could  break  the  continuity  of  the  proposed  district.  The 
project,  by  replacing  five  buildings  with  a  single  modern  structure,  would 
also  alter  the  "coherent  image"  of  the  block. 

It  is  unclear  whether  removal  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  the  Bullock  and 
Jones  Building  would  cause  exclusion  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute,  the 
Chronicle  Building,  and  660  Market  from  the  potential  historic  district. 
The  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  indicates  that  the  districts  are 
allowed  a  percentage  of  intrusion  and  that  the  final  determination  is 
based  upon  values,  a  sense  of  time  and  place,  that  cannot  be  quantified. 
(Hans  Kreutzberg,  Staff  Historian,  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation, 
telephone  communication.  May  3,  1982).    A  pamphlet  entitled  "How  to 
Establish  Boundaries  for  National  Register  Properties"  states  that: 

"Appropriate  boundaries  for  many  resources  can  be  perceived 
immediately;  for  many  others,  however,  considerable  professional 
judgment  is  necessary. 

"Factors  that  influence  the  selection  of  boundaries  include 
distribution  of  significant  features,  uses,  historical  associations, 
property  lines,  integrity  of  site,  topographic  features,  research 
qualities,  and  visual  qualities,  both  natural  and  man-made." 

Should  the  proposed  Retail-Shopping  District  be  designated  as  a  National 
Historic  District,  and  if  the  Mechanics'  Institute,  the  Chronicle 
Building,  and  660  Market  were  to  be  excluded  from  the  District,  those 
buildings  would  not  be  eligible  for  benefits  available  to  buildings  in  a 
historic  district.    Such  benefits  include  "a  degree  of  protection  from 
demolition  in  the  event  of  a  federally  licensed  or  funded  project" 
(Splendid  Survivors,  p.  248.)  and  eligibility  for  a  variety  of  grants  and 
loans,  and  for  tax  relief  under  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981. 
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EIR,  Page  3,  paragraph  1,  a  final  sentence  has  been  added: 

"The  project  site  is  located  in  a  proposed  Retail-Shopping  District 
identified  in  Spl endid  Survivors  as  'the  finest  of  San  Francisco's 
potential  National  Regfster  Districts  in  the  quality  of  its 
architecture  and  in  the  collective  realization  of  the  goals  of  the 
City  Beautiful  Movement.'" 

EIR,  p.  30b,  the  following  three  paragraphs  have  been  inserted  under 
CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS,  before  the  new  paragraph  added  to  the  EIR 
TFdm  p.  Z  \b  of  tTTTs'llocument: 

"The  project  site  is  within  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the  proposed 
Retail-Shopping  District.    The  'B'  rated  building  at  660  Market  has 
been  added  to  this  district  since  publication  of  Splendid  Survivors. 
All  'A'  and  'B'  rated  buildings  are  considered  eligible,  on  an 
individual  basis,  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.    Inclusion  in  a  National  Historic  District  would  afford  a 
degree  of  protection  from  demolition  in  the  event  of  a  federally 
licensed  or  funded  project  and  would  provide  eligibility  for  a 
variety  of  grants  and  for  tax  relief  under  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax 
Act  of  1981 . 

Removal  of  the  Bullock  and  Jones  and  Maskey  Building  from  the  project 
site  might  preclude  eligibility  of  buildings  on  the  project  block 
(the  Mechanics'  Institute,  the  Chronicle  Building  and  the  660  Market 
St.  Building)  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed  Retail-Shopping  Historic 
District.    Since  this  district  is  considered  the  most  important  of 
the  conservation  districts  identified  in  Splendid  Survivors,  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  removal  of  the  two  rated  buildings  on  a  site  just 
inside  the  proposed  boundaries  would  preclude  the  eligibility  of  the 
entire  district. 

"A  pamphlet  entitled  'How  to  Establish  Boundaries  for  National 
Register  Properties'  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor,  and  is  hereby 
incorporated  by  reference." 

City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9240 
COMMENTS 

"EFFECTS  OF  RESOLUTION  9240 

The  DEIR  fails  to  mention  the  Planning  Commission's  Resolution  9240  of 
November  1981  which  states:    'It  is  the  objective  of  the  Planning  Commission 
to  discourage  the  demolition  of  architecturally  and  historically  significant 
buildings'  and  resolves  'that  the  Planning  Commission  reaffirms  its  concern 
for  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings,  as  outlined  in  Resolution  8275, 
8600  and  8982  and  hereby  acknowledges  the  Director's  intent  to  recommend 
denial  of  projects  that  propose  to  demolish  architecturally  significant 
buildings.'    The  Bullock  &  Jones  and  Maskey  Buildings  are  both  architecturally 
significant  buildings  by  definition. 


219 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Heritage  has  stressed  the  importance  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  has  not 
insisted  on  equal  treatment  of  the  Bullock  &  Jones  Building  for  the  reason 
that  the  Bullock  &  Jones  Building  has  been  significantly  altered. 

"If  the  Planning  Commission  is  going  to  abide  by  Resolution  9240,  then  it  must 
insist  on  retaining  the  Maskey  Building  and  select  Alternative  B,  Variant  1, 
or  the  Heritage  alternative  proposal  for  development  of  the  site. 

"If  the  Planning  Commission  fails  to  abide  by  the  resolution  in  this,  the 
first  application  of  the  resolution  since  it  was  passed,  it  will  set  a  bad 
precedent  signalling  to  developers  of  other  downtown  sites  that  the  resolution 
is  not  binding  and  that  they  need  not  necessarily  attempt  to  preserve 
architecturally  significant  buildings  as  part  of  new  development  schemes." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

"Further,  this  section  should  reference  City  Planning  Commission  Res.  No.  9240 
which  acknowledges  the  Director's  intent  to  recommend  against  projects  which 
propose  demolition  or  alteration  of  buildings  included  on  the  Significant 
Buildings  List  [adopted  by  CPC  5/29/80]."    (Jonathan  Malone) 

"[The  DEIR]...also  fails  to  mention  that  the  Planning  Commission's 

Resolution  9240  would  have  serious  implications  with  regard  to  this  particular 

project. 

"It  fails  to  discuss  the  Commission's  Resolution  9240  or  the  implications  of 
this  project  with  regard  to  the  Commission's  objective  to  'discourage  the 
demolition  of  architecturally  and  historically  significant  buildings, 
particularly  during  the  interim  control  period.'    This  is  discussed  further 
below.    This  section  also  fails  to  discuss  the  Urban  Design  Policies  for 
Conservation,  which  the  proposal  will  violate. 

"Any  action  by  the  Planning  Commission  to  allow  further  development  of  this 
proposal,  or  one  of  the  alternatives  that  would  permit  demolition  of  the 
Maskey  Building,  would  be  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  intent  of  Resolution 
9240.    It  would  also  erode  the  Commission's  ability  to  slow  and  control  the 
process  of  demolition  of  'significant'  buildings  until  permanent  zoning 
controls  can  be  established  for  the  downtown."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"I  am  also  a  member  of  the  Maiden  Lane  Merchants  Association.    As  you  can  well 
understand,  the  Association  is  very  concerned  about  this  proposed 
development.    Seventeen  merchants  and/ or  members  of  the  [Maiden  Lane] 
Association  on  that  small  two-block  area  have  signed  a  statement  which  reads: 

'We,  the  undersigned,  as  merchants  on  Maiden  Lane  and/or  members  of  the 
Maiden  Lane  Association  request  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  defer 
any  determination  on  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
Association  development  until  such  time  as  the  rezoning  of  downtown  is 
completed.    We  assert  our  support  of  your  Resolution  No.  9240  regarding 
architecturally  and/or  historically  significant  buildings  in  the  hope  that 
all  considerations  will  De  studied  so  that  these  buildings  will  not 
unnecessarily  be  lost  forever.'"    (Timothy  Socket) 
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"I  support  Resolution  9240,  and  in  view  of  the  architectural  significance  of 
both  the  Maskey  and  Jones-Bullock  Buildings  located  within  this  proposed 
development  site,  I  trust  you  will  delay  your  approval  until  such  time  as  the 
rezoning  of  the  downtown  area  is  completed."    (Walter  B.  Sheldon) 

RESPONSE 

City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9240  contains  the  following 
statements  concerning  architecturally  and  historically  significant 
buildings: 

"...It  is  the  objective  of  the  Planning  Commission  to  discourage  the 
demolition  of  Architecturally  and  Historically  Significant  Buildings, 
particularly  during  the  interim  control  period,  so  that  such 
buildings  are  not  unnecessarily  lost  forever,  since  it  is  the  intent 
to  develop  mechanisms  and  incentives  to  encourage  preservation  as 
part  of  new  permanent  controls  for  downtown. 

"...the  Planning  Commission  reaffirms  its  concern  for  preservation  of 
Architecturally  Significant  Buildings,  as  outlined  in  Resolution 
No.  8275,  8600,  and  8982  and  hereby  acknowledges  the  Director's 
intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that  propose  to  demolish 
architecturally  significant  buildings." 

In  Resolution  No.  8275  (adopted  May  17,  1979),  the  City  Planning 
Commission  directed  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  take  the  following 
administrative  actions  concerning  preservation  of  architecturally 
significant  buildings: 

"1.    That  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  its  normal  procedure  of 
evaluating  projects  in  the  Downtown,  which  would  entail  the 
demolition  of  notable  buildings  listed  in  the  1976  Architectural 
Inventory,  require  the  submission  of  alternative  designs  which  would 
preserve  the  entire  building  as  adaptive  re-use,  the  facades  or 
portions  of  the  facades,  and/or  significant  interiors.  This 
requirement  would  apply  to  all  buildings  on  the  official  list  of 
Structures  of  Merit.    In  the  absence  of  such  a  list  this  requirement 
would  apply  to  all  structures  rated  3  and  above  in  the  Architectural 
Inventory.    The  re-use  alternative  should  make  every  effort  to 
develop  a  workable  plan  for  the  existing  building(s).    In  addition, 
environmental  review  should  be  required  for  demolition  of  any  such 
buildings  even  if  independent  of  a  proposed  project. 

"2.    That  the  Department  staff  as  part  of  its  normal  project  review 
give  particular  attention  to  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  existing 
Landmarks  and  buildings  cited  as  Structures  of  Merit  to  achieve  a 
positive  architectural  interrelationship. 

"3.    That  the  Department  staff  as  part  of  the  Downtown  Study  explore 
and  report  on  the  possibility  of  modifying  the  C-3  bonus  provisions 
to  (a)  provide  a  bonus  for  preservation  in  part  or  whole  of  a 
Landmark  or  building  of  Special  Merit  when  located  within  the  project 
boundary,  and  (b)  allow  for  transfer  of  development  rights  of 
Landmarks  and  buildings  of  Special  Merit  within  the  downtown  C-3 
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districts,  to  any  other  C-3  location.    Further,  that  Department  staff 
study  ways  and  means  for  providing  some  degree  of  protection  from 
demolition  for  designated  Structures  of  Merit  and  prepare  guidelines 
for  preservation  and  new  development  near  architecturally  outstanding 
buildings." 

Resolution  No.  9240  does  not  state  whether  "demolition"  applies  to  partial 
or  total  demoliton  of  an  architecturally  significant  building,  and  how 
preservation  of  the  facade,  interior  portions,  or  other  features  of  a 
significant  building  would  be  interpreted  by  the  City  Planning  Coirunission 
or  Director  of  Planning. 

Resolution  No.  8600  adopts  "an  official  listing  of  structures  warranting 
special  concern  for  preservation  in  part  or  in  whole  designated  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission"  (May  29,  1980).    The  60  Kearny  St.  building  and 
Maskey  Building  are  contained  on  that  list. 

Resolution  8982  (adopted  June  4,  1981)  generally  states  that  the  City 
Planning  Commission  "declares  its  intention  to  adopt. . .controls  which, 
taken  as  a  whole,  may  be  restrictive  but  not  more  restrictive  than  the 
proposed  controls  contained  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  May  1981..." 

To  address  the  Commission's  reaffirmation  of  Resolution  No.  8275,  the 
project  sponsor  would  have  to  consider  alternatives  which  preserve  the 
entire  structures,  facades  or  portions  of  facades,  and/ or  significant 
interiors  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  60  Kearny  St.  Buildings.  These 
alternatives  are  considered  in  Alternative  B,  Variants  1,  la,  lb  and  2 
(pp.  119-140  of  the  EIR)  and  Alternatives  E,  F,  and  G  (pp.  150-175  of  the 
EIR)  and  Alternatives  H  and  I  on  pp.  300-310  of  this  document.  Heritage 
has  acknowledged  that  the  60  Kearny  Building  is  not  equal  in  architectural 
importance  to  the  Maskey  Building  because  it  has  been  "significantly 
altered."    (See  Heritage  comment  on  p.  220,  first  paragraph  of  this 
report. ) 

The  paragraph  below  has  been  added  to  p.  31  of  the  EIR,  III.  Environmental 
Setting,  C.  CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS,  at  the  end  of  the  section. 

"Resolution  9240,  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on 
November  19,  1981  declares  that  "until  permanent  controls  are  in 
effect  for  development  in  the  downtown,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
will  discourage  the  demolition  of  architecturally  significant 
buildings,  and  by  doing  so,  will  acknowledge  the  Director  of 
Planning's  intent  to  recommend  denial  of  projects  that  propose  to 
demolish  architecturally  significant  buildings." 

Add  the  following  paragraph  to  p.  60  of  the  EIR,  IV.  Environmental 
Impacts;  C.  CULUTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS,  at  the  end  of  the  section. 

"The  proposed  project  would  not  address  the  City  Planning 
Commission's  objective  to  discourage  demolition  of  architecturally 
significant  buildings,  as  it  would  demolish  the  Maskey  and  60  Kearny 
St.  Buildings.    According  to  Resolution  9240,  it  would  be  the 
Director  of  Planning's  intent  to  recommend  denial  of  the  project  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission." 
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The  Planning  Commission  has  been  made  aware  of  concerns  expressed  by 
Heritage,  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  the  Maiden  Lane 
Merchants  Association,  and  citizens  to  acknowledge  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  Resolution  9240  when  considering  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal 
project.    The  Commission  will  consider  these  concerns  and  others  in  their 
deliberations  on  whether  or  not  to  approve  the  proposed  project. 

Comments  made  by  Grant  Dehart,  pertaining  to  urban  design  policies  are 
addressed  in  the  Urban  Design  Policies  section,  pp.  227-228. 

Sutter's  Mill 


COMMENT 

"We  submit  that  the  ...  the  Draft  EIR,  is  sorely  inadequate  in  that  it 

fails  to  address  the  issue  of  land  use  compatibility,  specifically  as  it  would 
relate  to  its  historical  and  cultural  persepcti ve."    (Tom  Horn) 

"But  more  important  than  that,  I  think,  is  to  discuss  the  land  use 
compatibility  from  a  historical  and  cultural  perspective.    In  1848,  James 
Watkins  discovered  gold  at  the  site  of  John  Sutter's  flour  mill  in  Coloma, 
California,  some  145  miles  southeast  of  here.    For  the  last  almost  20  years, 
Sutter's  Mill,  the  restaurant  now  located  at  30  Kearny  Street,  has  stood  as  a 
present-day  reminder  and  recapturing  of  that  most  important  point  in  the 
history  of  San  Francisco.    It  was  with  the  discovery  of  gold  at  Sutter's  Mill 
that  began  the  influx  and  the  great  Gold  Rush  that  began  San  Francisco  as  we 
know  its  history. 

"I  don't  know  how  many  of  you  have  been  in  the  facility  at  Sutter's  Mill,  but 
it  is  a  recapturing  of  that  1848  moment.    Through  its  construction,  through 
its  art,  its  paintings,  through  the  historical  research  and  blowups  of  old 
prints,  it  does  recapture  that  historic  moment.    Sutter's  Mill  has  sought  to 
do  this  for  nearly  20  years.    It  has  been  displaced  twice.    It  has  been 
relocated  twice.    With  each  displacement,  it  has  resurrected  itself,  still 
maintaining  that  culture  and  history  of  that  important  moment  in  Coloma, 
California  in  1848.    This  final  displacement,  or  this  proposed  displacement, 
may  result  in  its  final  displacement.    And  I  forsee  the  day  coming  that  all  of 
the  small  businesses,  the  Jacks  and  the  Tadiches,  other  restaurants  that  have 
served  this  same  historic  function  in  San  Francisco,  might  all  be  eliminated. 

"The  authors,  or  the  project  sponsors  say  that  doesn't  have  a  significant 
environmental  impact."    (Tom  Horn) 

RESPONSE 

According  to  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (Jonathan  Malone, 
Secretary,  telephone  communication,  April  28,  1982),  Sutter's  Mill  has  not 
been  considered  for  any  formal  historic  or  cultural  designation  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.    See  p.  199  and  pp.  203-206  for  a  discussion 
of  retail/restaurant  displacement  on  the  project  site  and  p.  206  for  a 
mitigation  to  provide  retail  space  for  Sutter's  Mill  in  the  new  project. 
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Historic  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"Page  104... there  should  be  a.. .mitigation  that  has  been  rejected  retaining 
both  of  the  'B'  buildings.    Because  these  are  'B'  buildings,  we've  got  a 
policy  (Resolution  9240)  of  retention,  and  they  are  rejecting  that 
mitigation.    I  don't  know  just  how  you  handle  it."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Insert  the  following  mitigation  measures  on  p.  104a  of  the  EIR,  under 
CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

"MEASURE  REJECTED 

To  fully  address  Resolution  No.  9240,  the  proposed  development  would 
have  to  retain  the  full  structures  of  the  Maskey  and  60  Kearny  St. 
Building.    The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  retaining  both  the 
60  Kearny  St.  Building  and  Maskey  Building  because,  given  the  small 
size  of  the  site  (14,246  sq.  ft.)  and  the  locations  of  these 
buildings  on  two  non-contiguous  lots,  reasonable  use  could  not  be 
made  of  the  project  site  for  new  construction.    (See  also  the 
discussion  of  Alternative  B,  Variant  3  on  p.  140  of  the  EIR.)" 

COMMENT 

"....In  this  alternative  [Alternative  Bl.a]  as  well  as  the  other  alternatives, 
I  think  it  hasn't  adequately  dealt  with  the  potential  for  purchasing  the  air 
rights  over  the  Mechanics'  Institute  as  a  mitigation  measure  rather  than  as  an 
alternative  to  be  considered.    Because  I  think  that  air  rights  purchase  could 
be  consideration  of  mitigation  for  any  of  the  alternatives  proposed  by  the 
sponsor .. .even  including  saving  the  entire  Maskey  Building,  because  the 
Bullock  and  Jones  Building  is  a  substantial  loss,  and  that  needs  to  be 
mitigated."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"I  would  further  suggest  that  the  Commission  give  serious  consideration  to 
have  the  EIR,  at  least  in  the  final  EIR  and  in  your  discretionary  review, 
consider  imposing  some  mitigation  requirements  on  the  sponsor  for  one  of  the 
losses,  the  losses  of  parts  of  the  Maskey  or  the  Bullock  and  Jones  Building  by 
having  the  sponsor  continue  or  add  to  their  low  interest  loan  programs  for 
rehabilitation  of  significant  buildings  in  other  parts  of  the  City,  which  they 
have  already  established  over  several  past  years."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"I  think  they  should  either  add  or  continue  those  programs  of  subsidizing  the 
payments  for  restoration  work  for  significant  buildings."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

It  is  acknowledged  that  the  transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from 
the  Mechanics'  Institute  to  the  project  site  could  be  implemented  to 
partially  mitigate  the  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and  of  all 
or  part  of  the  Maskey  Building.    Transfer  of  development  rights  were 
analyzed  as  an  alternative  instead  of  stated  as  a  mitigation  measure 
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because  the  transfer  of  approximately  39,000  sq.  ft.  of  gross  floor  area 
from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  represents  maximum  or  worst-case  development 
of  the  project  site.    Such  a  transfer  would  add  approximately  20%  more 
floor  area  to  the  project  site  than  is  currently  proposed  and  would  allow 
development  of  the  site  at  a  FAR  of  16.7:1  as  compared  to  the  proposed 
basic  FAR  of  14:1.    To  ensure  that  maximum  or  worst-case  impacts  were 
analyzed  in  the  EIR,  the  transfer  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  was 
analyzed  as  alternatives  in  the  DEIR. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  have  been  added  to  Section  V.  MITIGATION 
MEASURES  on  pp.  104-104a  of  the  EIR,  at  the  end  of  the  CULTURAL  a¥d 
HISTORfC  ASPECTS  section. 

"MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  127  of  the  existing  City 
Planning  Code,  San  Francisco  Federal  would  consider  transferring 
approximately  39,000  sq.  ft.  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from  the 
Mechanics'  Institute  to  the  project  site.    Implementation  of  this 
measure  would  help  to  ensure  the  permanent  preservation  of  the 
Mechanics'  Institute,  City  Landmark  No.  134,  by  removing  the  economic 
incentive  of  replacing  the  Mechanics'  Institute  with  a  larger 
building  developed  at  the  permitted  basic  FAR  of  14:1,  exclusive  of 
permitted  interim  control  floor  area  bonuses  for  housing.  See 
pp.  155-157,  pp.  165-167,  and  pp.  173-175  of  the  EIR  and  pp.  300-310 
of  this  document  for  a  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  this  mitigation 
measure  if  it  were  to  be  implemented. 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  making  part  or  all  of  its  proposed 
housing  funding  available  for  low-interest  loans  for  the 
rehabilitation  of  significant  buildings  in  the  Downtown  or  other 
parts  of  the  City.    The  feasibility  and  implementation  of  this 
measure  would  depend  on  the  City  instituting  the  mechanism  and 
guidelines  for  making  such  funds  available  to  the  public. 


URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 


COMMENTS 

"On  page  3,  the  summary  indicates  that  'the  project  is  responsive  to  land  use 
and  policies  and  objectives  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  except 
for  the  provision  of  23  long-term  parking  spaces.'    This  is  inaccurate  and 
should  be  rewritten,  because  several  of  the  urban  design  policies  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  are  violated,  in  addition  to  the  Parking  Policies  of  the 
Transportation  Plan."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  third  paragraph  on  p.  3  of  the  DEIR  states  that  the  project  would  be 
"responsive  to  1  and  use  policies  and  objectives  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan...."    Those  pol icies  are  discussed  on  p.  49  of  the  DEIR  and  include 
such  objectives  as  "to  maintain  a  compact  downtown  core"  (Conmierce  and 
Industry  Element,  Objective  6,  Policy  4);  and  "to  maintain  and  improve 
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San  Francisco's  position  as  a  prime  location  for  financial  administrative, 
corporate,  and  professioinal  activity"  (Objective  6).    Parking  policies  of 
the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  are  discussed  on  p.  50  of  the  DEIR. 
Urban  Design  policies  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  are  discussed  on  pp.  54-56 
of  the  DEIR;  see  also  responses  in  the  Urban  Design  Policies  section, 
pp.  227-228. 

COMMENTS 

"On  page  51,  as  stated  above,  the  proposal  would  not  be  'more  in  harmony  with 
light  colored  older  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity;'  rather  it  would 
strongly  contrast  with  such  buildings  because  of  the  strikingly  different 
architectural  styles  and  scale. 

"On  page  53,  'the  entrance  alcove  and  street-level  portion  of  the  building' 
would  not  'provide  visual  interest  at  the  pedestrian  level,  that  would 
resemble  the  facade  treatment  of  older  buildings  in  the  vicinity'  as  claimed. 
The  materials  and  architectural  design  of  this  part  of  the  proposal  appear  to 
be  in  strong  contrast  to  the  rich  variety,  detail  and  pattern  of  architecture 
at  the  street  level  of  the  existing  buildings  in  the  vicinity."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  first  paragraph  on  p.  51  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  as  follows: 

"The  clear  glass  windows  and  light-colored  cladding  of  the  building 
would  contrast  with  the  darker  Aetna  Building  and  Crocker  Tower,  and 
would  relate  more  to  the  light-colored  exteriors  of  older  buildings 
to  the  west  than  to  the  Aetna  Building  and  Crocker  Tower." 

The  phrase  "...that  would  resemble  the  facade  treatment  of  older  buildings 
in  the  vicinity"  on  p.  53  of  the  EIR  has  been  deleted  and  replaced  with 
the  new  sentence  below: 

"Replacing  the  architectural  variety  and  detail  of  the  five  buildings  that 
occupy  the  site  with  a  single  building  would  change  the  existing  visual 
interest  of  the  project  site  at  the  pedestrian  level." 

Urban  D esign  Policies 

COMMENTS 

"The  most  blatant  misrepresentation  of  the  proposal  is  found  in  Table  6,  the 
relation  of  the  proposed  project  to  the  Urban  Design  Policies  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan.    The  proposal  does  not  conform  to  Policy  3,  because  the 
total  effect  of  the  project  would  remove  existing  buildings  which  strongly 
influence  the  total  character  of  the  downtown  district;  it  only  contributes 
further  to  the  erosion  of  the  existing  physical  character  of  this  section. 

"The  proposal  would  clearly  violate  Policy  B.4  to  'preserve. . .areas  of 
historic  or  aesthetic  value  and  promote  preservation  of  buildings  and  features 
that  provide  continuity  with  the  past.'    Provisions  to  save  only  stained  glass 
and  other  details  of  the  Maskey  Building  mocks  the  intent  of  this  policy. 
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"As  indicated  above,  the  proposal  does  not  'repeat  the  character  of  older 
buildings'  (Policy  B.6),  but  strongly  contrasts  with  this  character.  Lining 
up  the  cornice  lines  and  first  floor  belt  course  of  the  proposal  with  the 
Mechanics'  Institute  and  American  Savings  and  Loan  should  not  be  considered 
sufficient  to  meet  Policy  C.l  to  'promote  harmony  in  visual  relationship  and 
transition  between  newer  and  older  buildings.' 

"Policy  C.2  is  violated  because  the  proposal  does  not  avoid  'extreme 
contrasts ...  in  shape  and  other  characteristics  which  will  cause  new  buildings 
to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  importance.'"    (Grant  Dehart) 

"The  DEIR  misrepresents  the  positive  architectural  features  of  the  proposed 
action."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"On  Page  54, ...these  urban  design  policies  are  missing  a  whole  lot. ..what  they 

pulled  out  very  selectively  doesn't  deal  with  the  character  of  Union  Square 

and  the  commercial  areas,  downtown,  and  kind  of  the  transition  that's  going  on 
between  the  C-3-0  and  C-3-R.    This  is  the  transition  area. 

"I  think  you  have  a  lot  more  urban  design  policies  to  look  at  than  what  you've 
got  here,  and  to  be  a  lot  more  honest  about..."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Add  the  following  paragraph  to  the  beginning  of  the  discussion  for 
Policy  A. 3,  Relationship  of  Project  to  Applicable  Policies,  in  Table  6, 
Item  2,  p.  54T" 

"The  project  would  change  the  total  visual  effect  of  the  low-rise 
buildings  on  the  site  and  to  the  west,  which  characterize  the 
Kearny  St.  corridor  and  Union  Square  retail  district,  by  replacing 
the  existing  five  low-rise  buildings  with  a  single  modern  office 
structure.    The  low-rise  character  of  the  immediate  area  has  already 
been  altered  by  the  38-story  Aetna  Building  and  recent  construction 
of  the  40-story  Crocker  Tower." 

Replace  the  first  two  sentences  opposite  Item  3,  Policy  B.4  on  p.  54  with: 

"The  project  would  demolish  the  two  'B' -rated  buildings  on  the 
project  site,  thereby  failing  to  observe  Policy  4.    Stained  glass  and 
possibly  other  features  from  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  preserved 
and  incorporated  into  the  new  building;  this  measure,  however,  would 
not  mitigate  the  total  effect  of  demolishing  the  Maskey  Building." 

The  following  explanatory  text  accompanies  Objective  2,  Policy  6  (see 
Item  4  of  Table  6)  in  the  Master  Plan  Urban  Design  Policies  and  Principals 
Relating  to  the  Downtown  Specfaf  Review  Area,  Department  of  City  PI annTng, 
undated: 

Similar  care  should  be  exercised  in  the  design  of  new  buildings  to  be 
constructed  near  historic  landmarks  and  in  older  areas  of  established 
character.    The  new  and  old  can  stand  next  to  one  another  with 
pleasing  effects,  but  only  if  there  is  a  similarity  or  successful 
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transition  in  scale,  building  form  and  proportion.    The  detail, 
texture,  color  and  materials  of  the  old  should  be  repeated  or 
complemented  by  the  new. 

As  stated  for  Policy  B.6,  the  light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass  of 
the  project  would  be  similar  to  the  color  and  materials  of  older  buildings 
in  the  project  area.    As  stated  for  Policies  A.l  and  3,  the  height  of  the 
project  would  be  approximately  the  height  of  the  American  Savings 
Building,  which  together  would  represent  a  transition  between  taller 
buildings  to  the  east  in  the  Financial  District  and  lower  buildings  to  the 
west  in  the  Union  Square  retail  district. 

Objective  3  (Policies  for  Major  New  Development),  Policy  2  (see  Table  6, 
Item  6)  states: 

Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics 
which  will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  public 
importance . 

Several  design  elements  of  the  project  would  be  similar  to,  rather  than  in 
contrast  with,  existing  buildings  in  the  project  area.    The  light-colored 
exterior  of  the  building  would  be  similar  to  the  color  of  the  exteriors  of 
nearby  older  buildings.    The  height  of  the  new  building  would  be 
approximately  the  height  of  the  adjacent  American  Savings  and  Loan 
Building,  although  it  would  be  taller  than  other  nearby  buildings. 

Objective  3,  Policy  C.l,  Item  5  states:    "Promote  harmony  in  the  visual 
relationship  and  transitions  between  new  and  older  buildings." 

For  this  policy,  the  Master  Plan  Urban  Design  Policies  and  Principles 
Relating  to  the  Downtown  Special  Review  AreaTtat e s : 

New  buildings  should  be  made  sympathetic  to  the  scale,  form  and 
proportion  of  older  development.    This  often  can  be  done  by  repeating 
existing  building  lines  and  surface  treatments. 

The  project  would  repeat  the  lines  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute  and 
American  Savings  Building  by  incorporating  a  first-floor  belt  course  that 
would  approximate  the  heights  of  the  first-floor  cornice  lines  of  those 
buildings.    The  llth-floor  balcony  would  also  give  emphasis  to  the 
roofline  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute.    As  stated  for  Policies  A. 3  and  B.6 
(Table  6,  Items  2  and  4),  the  light-colored  cladding  and  clear  glass  of 
the  project  would  be  similar  to  older  low-rise  buildings  in  the  project 
area. 

See  pp.  208-209  of  this  document  for  a  discussion  of  land-use  transition 
in  the  project  vicinity. 

Shadow  Effects 

COMMENT 

"...that  picture  (Figure  14)  needs  to  be  redone  so  you  really  see  what  it 
looks  like  when  there  is  no  sun,  you  know,  when  there  is  low  light  on  these 
buildings,  because  the  sense  you  get  when  you  look  at  this  kind  of  sepia  tone 
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is  that  it's  going  to  be  marvelous  light.    Well,  it's  not  going  to  be 
marvelously  light  when  the  shadow  patterns  fall  on  that  street,  which  is  going 
to  be  not  that  unusual."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Upon  a  reevaluation  of  shadow  effects  on  Maiden  Lane,  it  has  been 
determined  that  the  project  would  not  shade  Maiden  Lane  during  late  spring 
through  summer  early  mornings  as  stated  in  the  first    paragraph  on  p.  59 
of  the  DEIR.    The  previous  analysis  did  not  account  for  existing  shadow 
effects  of  the  Aetna  Building.    The  527-ft.  tall  Aetna  Building  already 
shades  Maiden  Lane  during  early  morning  hours  during  late  spring  through 
early  summer.    The  project  would  not  result  in  an  increase  in  shadows  cast 
on  Maiden  Lane. 

Sunlight  and  shadow  patterns  presented  in  the  photograph  shown  in 
Figure  14  on  p.  52  of  the  EIR  are  independent  of  the  project,  since 
shadows  on  Maiden  Lane  are  attributable  to  the  Aetna  Building. 

The  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  59  of  the  EIR  has  been  replaced  on 
pp.  57and  59  with  the  following: 

"The  project  would  not  add  new  shadows  on  Maiden  Lane.    The  527-ft.  Aetna 
Building  already  shades  Maiden  Lane  in  early  mornings  during  late  spring 
through  summer  months.    During  other  times  of  the  year  there  would  be  no 
shadow  effects  on  Maiden  Lane  from  the  Aetna  Building  or  the  proposed 
project. " 

Wind  Effects 

COflENT 

"They  [the  project  proponents]  should  be  required  to  revise  the  design  to 
eliminate  the  wind  problem,  and  to  relocate  the  eating  places...    If  you  take 
the  traffic  question  seriously,  it  should  not  be  built  at  all,  particularly  on 
the  site  of  declared  landmarks."    (J.  Gordon  Levinson) 

RESPONSE 

The  project  would  not  have  substantial  wind  impacts.  Under  both  westerly 
and  northwest  wind  conditions,  maximum  windspeed  ratios  in  the  area  would 
not  be  affected  and  would  continue  to  range  from  moderate  to  high  and  low 
to  moderately  high  for  northwest  and  west  winds  respectively. 

Appendix  B  (Wind  Tunnel  Study)  of  the  EIR  includes  a  discussion  of 
possible  mitigation  measures  that  would  reduce  wind  effects  of  the 
proposed  project  (see  p.  357  of  the  EIR).    Mitigations  discussed  include 
the  presence  of  "gaps"  opposite  Maiden  Lane  to  relieve  pressure 
differences  or  remassing  the  structure  incorporating  setbacks  from  Post 
and  Kearny  Sts.    The  effectiveness  of  these  measures  can  only  be 
determined  by  additional  wind  tunnel  studies. 


229 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  fourth  full  mitigation  on  p.  103  of  the  EIR,  which  is  proposed  as  part 
of  the  project,  includes  measures  such  as  windbreaks  and  shelter  for 
pedestrians  to  reduce  wind  effects  of  the  proposed  project.    Also,  as 
discussed  in  Table  22  pp.  176-181,  Alternatives  F  and  G  would  result  in 
lesser  wind  impacts  than  those  produced  by  the  project.    Alternative  H  and 
I  (see  pp.  300-310  of  this  document)  would  also  result  in  lesser  wind 
impacts  than  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  is  not  proposed  on  the  site  of  a  declared  landmark;  landmark 
designation  of  the  Maskey  Building  was  rejected,  on  appeal,  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  on  May  10,  1982. 

See  p.  199  and  pp.  203-206  for  a  discussion  of  retail/restaurant 
displacement  on  the  project  site.    Vehicle  traffic  generated  by  the 
project  would  not  increase  1984  projected  cumulative  traffic  volumes  on 
feeder  streets  by  more  than  2%  and  would  not  increase  transit  ridership  by 
more  than  0.01%.    See  pp.  76  -  78  of  the  EIR  for  a  full  discussion  of 
project-generated  traffic  impacts. 

COMMENTS 

"Tne  new  Crocker  Bank  headquarters  has  created  a  wind  tunnel  on  the  east  side 
of  the  Post  and  Kearny  intersection.    A  recent  storm  damaged  the  temporary 
walkway  for  the  construction  of  the  new  Crocker  Bank  building,  as  well  as  tree 
planters,  newspaper  stands  and  other  things.    I  pity  anyone  who  will  have  to 
deal  with  the  winds  further  channeled  by  the  proposed  structure." 
(J.  Gordon  Levinson) 

"On  Page  59... I  want  to  know  what  those  wind  effects  are  in  real 
walk ing-down-the-street  terms.    Are  people  going  to  have  a  hard  time  keeping 
their  coats  closed,  keeping  their  skirts  down,  holding  on  to  the  buildings  to 
get  down  the  street?    There  are  intersections  downtown  that  have  terrible  wind 
patterns.    What  you  are  creating  now  on  Kearny  Street  could  very  well  be  a 
replication  of  what  we  have  down  here  at  Van  Ness. 

"I  question  whether  the  scale  of  the  buildings  to  the  west  of  Kearny  St.  is 
such  that  it  will  break  up  the  winds  when  you  start  hitting  fairly  tall, 
fairly  flat  facades  on  Kearny  St.  with  Crocker  Plaza,  with  this  building.... 
If  all  of  Kearny  St.  goes  on  the  east  side  of  the  street  to  tall,  50-story 
buildings,. ..will  you  have  wind  patterns  on  Kearny  Street?    We  have  had  wind 
patterns  in  the  retail  area  as  a  result  of  that  because  of  hitting  that 
500-foot  wall  and  higher  line  of  buildings.    Because  you  are  now  going  to  have 
that  scale  of  buildings  to  the  west  because  the  heights  are  lower. 

"...I  think  you  better  look  at  those  winds  and  translate  these  wind  numbers 
into  something  that  tells  me,  if  I  am  a  shopper  walking  down  that  street  with 
packages,  are  they  going  to  blow  out  of  my  hands?    Am  I  going  to  have  a  hard 
time  getting  across  an  intersection?    What  is  the  human  discomfort  level 
that's  associated  with  these  29  percent  increases  that  are  projected  in  one 
place  here?"    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Human  discomfort  cannot  be  directly  quantified  from  wind  speed  ratio 
increases.    Occurrence  of  human  discomfort  levels  can  be  determined  from 
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the  new  wind  speed  ratios  as  have  been  done  above.    A  28%  increase  of  a 
low  wind  speed  ratio  could  have  negligible  effect  on  occurrences  of  human 
discomfort  levels  and  still  remain  in  a  low  ratio  regime.    The  28% 
increase  indicated  on  p.  59  of  the  DEIR  would  occur  on  Kearny  St.  south  of 
the  site  and  result  in  an  increase  from  moderately  low  to  moderate 
windspeed  ratios.    This  area  had  the  greatest  increased  wind  conditions  in 
the  vicinity.    These  conditions  do  not  represent  the  maximum  windspeed 
ratios  in  the  project  area.    The  maximum  windspeed  ratios  would  not  be 
affected  by  the  project.    The  range  of  ratios  would  also  not  be  affected 
and  would  still  range  from  moderate  to  high  and  low  to  moderately  high  for 
northwest  and  west  winds  respectively.    Therefore,  resultant  wind  speed 
ratios  analyzed  in  terms  of  occurrences  of  human  discomfort  levels  are  a 
better  indicator  of  human  discomfort. 

Insert  the  following  after  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  59  of  the  EIR. 

"Wind  speeds  at  pedestrian  level  can  be  predicted  by  comparing  the 
ratio  of  pedestrian-level  wind  speed  to  the  freestream  wind  speeds 
above  the  wakes  of  surrounding  buildings.    A  high  wind  speed  ratio 
does  not  directly  indicate  wind  speeds  that  would  cause  pedestrian 
discomfort.    Pedestrian  discomfort  begins  to  appear  at  wind  speeds  of 
about  12  miles  per  hour  (mph).    (Donald  Ballanti,  Consulting 
Meterologist,  telephone  communication.  May  4,  1982).  Pedestrian 
discomfort  would  not  occur  frequently  in  the  project  vicinity, 
because,  based  on  observed  wind  speed  ratios,  freestream  wind  speeds 
of  about  16  to  27  mph  for  northwest  winds  and  17  to  40  mph  for 
westerly  winds  would  be  required  for  street-level  winds  to  reach  12 
mph.    Northwesterly  and  westerly  winds  greater  than  13  mph  occur  14% 
and  12%  of  the  time  respectively." 

In  downtown  areas,  flat-walled  buildings  can  funnel  wind  flows  into 
narrower  areas,  increase  air  turbulence,  and  divert  winds  downward  to 
street  level.    Increasing  the  heights  of  buildings  on  the  east  side  of 
Kearny  St.,  north  of  the  Crocker  Tower,  would  tend  to  increase  winds  in 
that  area.    The  magnitude  of  such  increases  cannot  be  reliably  quantified 
without  a  wind-tunnel  study.    These  wind-tunnel  studies  will  be  conducted 
on  a  project-specific  basis  as  projects  are  proposed  farther  north  of 
Kearny  St. 


Visual  Aspects 
COMMENT 

"On  Page  28  there  is  a  photograph  which  the  [Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory] 
board  would  request  be  reprinted.    It  is  not  very  clear.    (Jonathan  Malone) 

RESPONSE 

The  conment  is  referring  to  Figure  10,  on  p.  28  of  the  DEIR  which  includes 
a  photograph  of  the  existing  view  of  the  project  site  from  Maiden  Lane. 
That  photograph  has  been  replaced  in  the  EIR  with  the  photograph  shown  on 
p.  232  of  this  document.    See  also  related  photographs  and  discussion  on 
pp.  199-202  of  this  document. 
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Sutter's  Mill 
SO  Kearny  St. 
(foreground) 

k 

690  Market  St. 
(rear  facade) 
and  625  Market 
St.   (upper  level) 

FIGURE  10  (continued):  Existing  Views  of  the 

Project  Site  -  View 
down  Maiden  Lane 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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COMMENTS 

"In  tne  EIR,...I  noticed  discussion  on  the  impact  that  the  proposed  building 
would  have  on  the  view  as  you  stand  on  Maiden  Lane  and  look  to  the  east. 
There  appears  to  be  a  statement  that  there  is  something  wrong  with  looking  at 
the  rear  of  a  building  that  was  not  designed  to  be  seen.    I  would  disagree. 
If  Maiden  Lane  is  charming,  part  of  the  reason  is  probably  that  it  is  a 
hodgepodge  of  buildings  fronting  on  Maiden  Lane  whose  fronts  are  really  the 
rear  of  buildings  not  designed  to  be  seen. 

"Additionally,  if  you  stand  at  the  east  end  of  Maiden  Lane  and  look  to  the 
west,  you  see  the  St.  Francis  Tower.    I  would  ask  you  if  you  prefer  seeing  a 
large  modern  structure  at  the  end  or  the  current  buildings  that  are  still 
there."    (Todd  Anderson) 

RESPONSE 

The  comment  is  referring  to  the  following  sentence,  contained  on  p.  23  of 
the  DEIR: 

"Above  the  restaurant  and  bar  can  be  seen  the  rear  facade  of  the 
upper  floors  of  the  660  Market  St.  Building  which  was  not  designed  to 
be  seen  (see  Figure  10,  p.  30)." 

The  phrase  "...which  was  not  designed  to  be  seen..."  has  been  deleted  from 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  B.  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS  section  on 
p.  23  of  the  EIR. 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  6  of  the  EIR  there  is  a  reference  to  Sutter's  Mill  Restaurant  as 
being  a  three-story,  windowless  building.    The  truth,  however,  is  that  the 
restaurant  has  a  15-foot  by  30-foot  plate  glass  window  covering  approximately 
30  percent  of  the  building  facade  that  faces  Maiden  Lane."    (Timothy  Socket) 

RESPONSE 

Delete  the  phrase  beginning  with  "street  level  views  from..."  from  the  end 

of  the  first  proposed  mitigation  on  p.  6  of  the  EIR  and  the  word 

"windowless"  from  the  sixth  line  of  the  last  paragraph  on  p.  23  of  the  EIR. 

COMMENT 

"Page  3,  Paragraph  4,  11th  [line]:    The  project  would  replace  the  existing 
view  terminus  which  presently  consists  of  Sutter's  Mill  in  the  foreground, 
660  Market  Street,  625  Market  and  open  sky  in  the  background." 
(Jonathan  Mai  one) 

RESPONSE 

The  phrase  "and  open  sky  in  the  background"  has  been  added  to  the  end  of 
the  last  sentence  on  p.  3  of  the  EIR. 
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COGENT 

"On  52,  the  view  down  Maiden  Lane.    That  picture,  you  need  a  new 
rendering..."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Figure  14  on  p.  52  of  the  DEIR  is  not  a  rendering  of  the  proposed 
building.    That  figure  is  an  outline  of  the  envelope  of  the  proposed 
structure  overlaid  on  top  of  the  existing  view  corridor  down  Maiden  Lane. 
The  figure  is  intended  to  show  the  shape,  height,  massing  and  exterior 
detail  of  the  proposed  project  in  comparison  to  the  existing  view;  it  is 
not  intended  to  be  a  detailed  rendering  of  the  proposed  project. 


EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING,  AND  FISCAL 


Employment 
CC^MENT 

"On  Page  33  there  is  a  reference  to  a  total  of  20  employees  at  four 
retail/restaurant  businesses  on  the  project  site.    The  fact  is  that  Sutter's 
Mill  alone  has  22  employees,  not  to  mention  the  sandwich  shop  next  door,  which 
has  four  employees;  the  camera  shop  has  six  employees;  and  the  tie  shop  has 
two.    This  makes  a  total  of  34,  not  20,  as  the  report  states." 
(Timothy  Socket) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  33  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  as  shown 
below  (revised  numbers  and  percentages  are  underlined): 

"Presently  business  establishments  at  the  project  site  provide 
employment  for  about  235  persons.    The  majority,  73%,  are  employed  by 
San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association.    Other  tenants 
include  four  retail/restaurant  businesses  employing  34  persons,  nine 
offices  employing  19  persons,  and  three  civic  organizations  employing 
nine  persons,  for  a  total  of  62_  non-San  Francisco  Federal  employees 
at  the  project  site." 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  under  D.  EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND 

FISCAL  FACTORS  (p.  60  of  the  EIR)  has  been  changed  to:  "Four 

retai  1 /restaurant  establishments  employing  34  persons,  nine  offices..." 

References  to  the  net  increase  of  employment  has  been  changed  from  "550" 
employees  to  "535"  on  pp.  61,  62,  67,  99,  and  114  of  the  EIR.    The  growth 
of  downtown  employment  that  would  be  due  to  the  project  has  been  changed 
in  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  62  of  the  EIR  from  "1,210  jobs"  to 
"1,195  jobs." 
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COMMENTS 

"As  a  20-year  resident  of  San  Francisco  and  a  seven-year  employee  of  Sutter's 
Mill,  I  am  concerned  about  the  future  of  my  position  and  that  of  my  fellow 
employees  and  can  only  hope  that  it  should  be  the  concern  of  the  Planning 
Commission  as  well."    (Timothy  Socket) 

"Relocation  of  the  eliminated  businesses  is  a  dream.    I  do  not  believe  that 
any  responsible  realtor  would  say  that  such  relocation  is  physically  or 
economically  feasible."    (J.  Gordon  Levinson) 

RESPONSE 

A  discussion  of  anticipated  effects  of  relocation  from  the  project  site  is 
contained  on  pp.  60-61  of  the  EIR.    The  City  Planning  Commission  will 
consider  relocation  impacts  on  existing  project  tenants  as  part  of  its 
deliberations  on  project  modification  and  approval. 

Office  Space  Demand/Supply 

COMMENTS 

"[Page  63]  is  the  paragraph  that  has  space  will  be  required  and  demanded,  then 
you  find  the  footnote,  and  you  find  that  it  is  someone  from  Col  dwell 
Banker....    That  is  extremely  self-serving.    I  think  the  department  should 
watch  what  kind  of  language  it  allows  to  go  into  these  EIRs."    (Sue  Hestor) 

"Page  33,  the  first  sentence,  it  talks  about  San  Francisco  keeping  pace  and 
having  not  kept  pace.    In  the  last  few  weeks,  and  this  is  in  terms  of  office 
building,  the  past  few  weeks,  seems  to  me,  has  come  into  question  whether  we 
have  as  big  a  demand  as  has  been  talked  about  earlier,  a  few  months  ago  or  a 
year  ago."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  two  sentences  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  63  of  the  EIR 
have  been  replaced  to  read: 

"In  March,  1982,  the  vacancy  rate  in  downtown  office  buildings  was 
estimated  to  be  0.8%  according  to  a  nationwide  survey  conducted  by 
Coldwell  Banker  of  downtown  office  buildings  in  23  major  cities./4/ 
The  proposed  project  would  add  to  the  supply  of  office  space  and  tend 
to  relieve  the  backlog  of  demand  for  office  space  suggested  by  the 
low  vacancy  rate." 

Footnote  /4/  on  p.  72  of  the  EIR  has  been  replaced  as  follows: 

"/4/  Coldwell  Banker,  'Office  Survey  Vacancy  Index,'  March  31,  1982. 
A  copy  of  this  survey  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th  Floor." 

The  Coldwell  Banker  survey  of  office  space  in  San  Francisco  is  not  an 
opinion  or  a  projection.    The  San  Francisco  survey  is  part  of  a  nationwide 
survey  of  23  cities  which  is  conducted  quarterly  (by  Coldwell  Banker). 
San  Francisco  vacancy  data  are  based  on  a  survey  of  92  buildings 
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containing  over  22  million  sq .  ft.  of  (new,  existing  and  major  renovated) 
office  space  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    The  discussion  in  the  second  full 
paragraph  on  p.  63  of  the  DEIR  is  intended  to  show  that  demand  for  office 
space  in  San  Francisco  is  high.    Highrise  office  development  proposals  are 
in  response  to  this  demand.    The  wording  does  not  imply  that  office  space 
is  absolutely  needed;  the  discussion  on  p.  63  of  the  DEIR  explains  the 
market  context  in  which  the  project  is  proposed. 

According  to  the  Coldwell  Banker  survey,  the  vacancy  rate  increased  from 
0.1%  to  0.36%  between  June  and  December  of  1981  and  from  0.36%  to  0.8% 
between  December  1981  and  March  1982.    The  current  0.8%  vacancy  rate  is 
the  lowest  in  the  nation  among  major  downtown  financial  districts.  For 
comparison,  the  March  1982  vacancy  rate  is  5.0%  for  Chicago;  3.2%  for 
mid-town  Manhattan;  and  1.3%  for  Houston.    The  0.8%  vacancy  rate  is  low, 
indicating  that  the  demand  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco  remains 
high.    Based  on  a  citywide  survey  of  about  290  buildings,  the  San 
Francisco  Building  and  Owner's  Association  (BOMA)  reports  a  citywide 
office  vacancy  rate  of  about  1.04  in  May  1981;  this  rate  has  been 
declining  from  8.9%  in  1977,  to  4.2%  in  1978,  to  2.6%  in  1979,  and  to  2.3 
in  1980  (Elmer  Johnson,  Manager,  BOMA,  telephone  conversation.  May 
6,  1982;  January  27,  1982;  and  June  24,  1981).    BOMA  rates  are  for 
citywide  vacancies  and  are  not  directly  comparable  to  the  Coldwell  Banker 
rates  which  are  exclusively  for  the  downtown  area. 

A  small  short-term  increase  in  the  downtown  office  vacancy  rate  (from  0.1% 
to  0.8%)  probably  indicates  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  available  office 
space  and/or  a  slight  short-term  decline  in  the  demand  for  downtown  office 
space.    An  increase  in  the  vacancy  rate  during  the  nine-month  period  from 
June  30,  1981  to  March  31,  1982  does  not  provide  sufficient  data  for 
analyzing  or  predicting  a  trend  in  the  demand  for  office  space.  However, 
recent  indicators  show  a  slight  downturn  in  the  office  space  market,  so 
that  it  is  not  clear  to  what  extent  future  developments  will  follow  the 
trends  of  the  past  several  years  of  continuing  low  vacancy  rates  (Richard 
Morten,  Director  of  Transportation  and  Planning,  San  Francisco  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  telephone  communication,  April  16,  1982).    In  the  long  run,  the 
vacancy  rate  could  rise  if  there  is  not  sufficient  demand  for  office  space 
presently  planned  or  under  construction,  and  for  office  space  that  will 
become  available  due  to  existing  leases  that  will  expire. 

Housing  Demand 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  64,  I  want  a  multiplier  effect  added  on  housing  demand."    (Sue  Hestor) 
RESPONSE 

Based  on  a  San  Francisco  employment  multiplier  of  1.6  (Bank  of  America 
Data  Center  Final  EIR,  EE  74.128,  certified  August  28,  1975,  p.  92), "the 
project  would"  add  about  360  net  new  jobs  in  San  Francisco  through 
secondary  multiplier  effects.    (The  multiplier  was  calculated  for  the  600 
new  employee's  at  the  project  site  and  was  not  applied  to  the  existing  170 
San  Francisco  Federal  employees  who  would  continue  working  at  the  site 
after  project  completion.)    Assuming  that  360  net  secondary  jobs  would  be 
added  to  San  Francisco,  it  can  be  roughly  estimated  that  these  new 


236 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


employees  would  create  additional  demand  for  about  80  housing  units  in  the 
City.    This  estimate  was  derived  from  a  formula  contained  in  Department  of 
City  Planning  Memorandum  entitled  "Housing  Requirements  for  Office 
Development  in  San  Francisco,"  July  1981.    That  formula  assumes  that  40% 
of  all  new  downtown  workers  would  live  in  San  Francisco  and  that  there 
would  be  1.8  workers  per  household.    The  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  Final 
EIR  (p.  93)  estimates  a  multiplier  of  O.lJTdr  downtown  San  Francisco 
workers  who  would  be  non-San  Francisco  residents.    Based  on  this 
multiplier,  another  approximately  17  net  new  housing  units  would  be 
demanded  in  the  Bay  Area.    (Bay  Area  housing  demand  estimates  are  based  on 
60%  of  downtown  office  workers  living  outside  of  the  City  and  1.5  workers 
per  household;  see  notes  in  Table  D-2,  on  p.  372  of  the  EIR). 

Secondary  housing  demand  estimates  discussed  above  should  be  considered  as 
rough  estimates  of  secondary  housing  demand  attributable  to  new  downtown 
office  workers.    The  analysis  assumes  that  secondary  job  holders  would 
have  the  same  housing  demand  and  residency  patterns  of  primary  job  holders 
(office  workers).    As  secondary  employment,  by  definition,  is  support 
employment  such  as  clerical  and  retail  workers,  it  can  be  expected  that 
these  workers  would  have  different  housing  demand  and  needs  than  primary 
wage  earners. 

COMMENT 

"...they  seem  to  be  saying  they're  using  the  figures  from  the  Five  Fremont  EIR 
to  calculate  housing  demand  [on  p.  64  of  the  DEIR],  then,  further  on,  when 
they  are  talking  about  how  they  have  so  many  people  that  work  in  their  project 
that  live  in  San  Francisco,  they  have  a  less  impact  on  housing.    I  would  like 
a  clear  explanation  of  how  they  are  getting  the  figures  they  are  using  here. 
Are  they  saying  that  of  the  people  who  work  in  this  building,  50  percent  of 
them  will  be  San  Francisco  residents?    Sixty  percent?    Or  twenty-five 
percent?    What  are  the  numbers?    Because  I  couldn't  figure  it  out.    I  found 
citations,  incorporation  by  reference,  to  Five  Fremont,  then  I  find  them 
pulling  back  those  figures  and  saying,  "But,  gee,  all  of  our  employees  really 
live  in  the  City."    You  know,  this  fantastically  high  San  Francisco  rate.  So 
I  think  that's  important  for  housing,  it's  important  for  transit,  that's 
important  for  a  lot  of  the  other  impacts,  to  try  and  figure  out  what  figures 
they  are  using."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Page  64  of  the  DEIR  states  "Probable  housing  impacts  caused  by  additional 
downtown  employment  are  discussed  in  the  Five  Fremont  Final 
EIR. . .pp.  85-91."    Estimated  housing  demand  generated  by  the  project  and 
by  cumulative  downtown  office  development  is  based  on  data  sources 
contained  in  Table  D-2  on  p.  372  of  the  EIR.    Residency  patterns  of 
existing  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  are  described  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  p.  64  of  the  DEIR;  that  paragraph  states  that  about  67%  of 
the  company's  existing  170  employees  live  in  San  Francisco.    According  to 
the  discussion  on  pp.  64-65  of  the  EIR  and  Table  D-2,  approximately  40%  of 
new  (not  existing  or  solely  San  Francisco  Federal)  employees  would  be 
expected  to  reside  in  San  Francisco. 
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As  stated  in  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  65  of  the  DEIR,  the  existing  170 
San  Francisco  employees  were  not  included  in  the  net  housing  demand 
estimate  for  the  site  because  their  housing  locations  are  assumed  stable 
and  their  jobs  would  be  only  temporarily  relocated  from  the  project  site 
during  construction.    (During  the  two-year  construction  period, 
San  Francisco  Federal  employees  would  be  temporarily  located  to  other 
offices  in  downtown  San  Francisco.) 

Calculations  for  housing  and  transportation-related  impacts  do  not  include 
the  existing  170  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  who  would  return  to  the 
project  site.    Housing  and  transportation  effects  of  these  existing 
employees  are  assumed  to  be  part  of  the  setting  discussion  of  the  OEIR. 
The  existing  employees  are  assumed  to  already  have  housing  and  to  be 
making  daily  trips  to  and  from  the  site. 

COMMENT 

"Page  33  under  housing,  it  should  contain  at  least  a  summary  of  the  data  that 
was  in  the  Five  Fremont  Center  EIR.    As  you  read  and  evaluate  an  EIR  and  try 
to  understand  it,  talking  about  availability  of  a  document  at  either  the 
Planning  Department  or  wherever  it  might  be  available,  isn't  helpful  when 
you're  trying  to  understand  the  EIR.    I  think  that  they  need  to  summarize  that 
some  way."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

According  to  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  (California  Administrative  Code 
Title  14),  Section  15149,  "An  EIR  may  incorporate  by  reference  all 
portions  of  another  document  which  is  a  matter  of  public  record  or  is 
generally  available  to  the  public.    Where  an  EIR  uses  incorporation  by 
reference,  the  incorporated  part.. .shall  be  briefly  summarized  where 
possible  or  briefly  described  if  the  data  or  information  cannot  be 
summarized."    Section  15016(s)  encourages  public  agencies  to  reduce 
paperwork  by,  among  other  things,  "using  incorporation  by  reference." 

On  p.  33  of  the  DEIR,  the  first  paragraph  under  the  subheading  "Housing" 
states  that  the  Five  Fremont  Center  Final  EIR  is  available  for  public 
review  and  briefTy  describes  the  discussion  of  regional  and  San  Francisco 
housing  characteristics  contained  in  that  Final  EIR. 


Employee  Income/Housing  Affordabil ity 
COMMENTS 

"Page  66.    Is  it  realistic  to  say  that  70  percent  could  afford  housing  between 
the  average  of  $218  and  305,000;  30  percent  average,  $93,000?    What  that  ends 
up  with  is  that  no  one,  no  one  in  that  building,  according  to  these  figures, 
needs  less  expensive  housing  than  $48,000.    That's  their  figures.    That  is 
just  so  slantea  and  inaccurate,  I'm  pretty  sure,  that  we  need  to  have  that 
whole  thing  done  over."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"I  really  question  the  average  income  figures  they  are  using  here.    They  are 
using  some  figures  from  Trammel  1  Crow.    Now,  Trammel  1  Crow  has  another  project 
in  the  pipeline  that  they  may  be  generating  some  figures  on,  because  I  asked 
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the  question  at  their  hearing  for  justification  for  the  housing  units  they 
were  proposing,  that  there  is  a  market  for  them.    And  what  it  looks  like  in 
this  EIR  is  that,  boy,  that's  the  figures  they've  cooked  up  here." 
(Sue  Hestor) 

"On  Page  65,  they  tell  you  how  rich  the  people  are  that  work  downtown.  They 
are  using  this  Trammell  Crow  survey. '...a  nearby  office  building' ... 'revealed 
that  about  34%  of  the  workers  are  professionals  with  salaries  ranging  from 
$21,000  to  $300,000'       average  professional  salary  in  San  Francisco, 
$90,000....    '36%  are  middle  management  personnel  with  salaries  ranging  from 
$12,000  to  $70,000  (average  $45,000),  and  30%  are  secretarial/support  workers 
with  salaries  ranging  from  $10,000  to  $35,000  (average  $19,200).'    Does  the 
average  clerical  worker  for  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  make 
$19,200  a  year?    I  really  question  this  information.    This  information  doesn't 
jibe  with  the  reality  I  know  out  on  the  streets,  unless  there  are  so  many  rich 
people  working  downtown  that  go  home  to  the  East  Bay  and  the  North  Bay  and  the 
South  Bay  that  they're  invisible  to  us  and  we  only  get  the  poor  people  left. 
I  think  most  of  the  people  that  I  know  that  consider  themselves  middle 
management  would  consider  a  $45,000  salary  to  be  a  goal,  not  a  reality.  Yet 
that  is  the  average  here.    What  kind  of  an  average?    Mean,  median? 

"Page  66.    We  find  what  people  can  afford  housing.    Thirty-four  percent  of  the 
project  office  workers  would  be  able  to  afford  monthly  mortgage  payments  of 
$615  to  $8,750  per  month.    At  that  hearing  with  that  man  on  the  condo 
conversion,  he  said,  and  it  was  Pacific  Heights,  he  said  annual  payment  for 
rent  was  $8,000.    This  is  monthly;  average,  $2,600  a  month  rent.  Thirty-six 
percent  could  afford  from  $350  to  $2,040;  average,  $1,315.    And  30  percent 
could  afford  $290  to  $1,020;  average,  $560. 

"When  you  add  them  all  up,  a  hundred  percent  could  afford  an  average  rent  of 
$560  a  month.    Now,  I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  people  that  don't  have  a  net 
take-home  pay  of  $560  a  month... and  that  work  for  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan.    I  would  think  that  a  more  accurate  calculation  would  be 
based  upon  what  is  their  work  force.    I  think  it's  time  for  someone  that's  an 
owner-occupier  of  their  building  to  put  that  in  the  record.    Because  you  have 
problems  getting  that,  right?    Well,  you've  got  a  major  tenant  proposing  a 
major  building.    Ask  them  for  that  information,  for  their  work  force,  so  that 
we  are  not  operating  in  a  void.    I  think  whoever  it  is  from  Trammell  Crow  that 
came  up  with  these  figures  lives  somewhere  different  from  most  of  the  places 
downtown.    I  don't  know  what  building  it  was  that  he  analyzed,  and  the  record 
isn't  clear.    I  would  like  that  study  to  be  part  of  the  record  in  full.  If 
there  is  a  document  attached  to  the  letter  that  is  referenced  in  the  footnote, 
I  will  show  up  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  to  go  through  it. 
Because  I  would  like  to  find  out  where  there  is  a  building  with  this  kind  of 
income.    Because  I  am  hanging  out  in  the  wrong  places.    It's  astounding.  A 
hundred  percent  --[(Commissioner  Karasick):    "On  Page  65  it  says:    'An  October 
1981  survey  of  60  percent  of  the  tenants  at  601  Montgomery  Street,  a  nearby 
office  building,  revealed  — "']"    (Sue  Hestor) 

"Page  65,  are  the  figures  accurate  for  601  Montgomery?    How  are  averages 
computed?    We  ought  to  be  able  to  at  least  have  San  Francisco  Federal's 
typical  salary  schedule  rather  than  601  Montgomery,  because  San  Francisco 
Federal  claims  they  are  going  to  keep  their  whole  work  force.    They  must  know 
what  their  own  work  force's  salary  is  now,  and  also  they  could  probably  find 
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out  what  their  housing  needs  are,  what  their  housing  costs  are.    We've  got  to 
begin  to  find  out  what  reality  is  about  employees.    What  percent  are  at  the 
low  level,  the  middle  and  the  high? 

"When  Mr.  Tosta  came  in  and  made  his  presentation  today,  seems  to  me  he  said 
something  about  most  employees  in  this  building  will  be  at  the  entry  level. 
Now,  if  they  are  going  to  be  at  the  entry  level,  that  is  a  considerable 
difference  as  to  what  the  housing  needs  will  be.    It  seems  to  me, 
San  Francisco  Federal  could  do  their  own  survey  rather  than  going  by  601 's 
figures.    60rs  figures,  70  percent  average  earn  45,000  to  90,000,  I  think. 
That  seems  awfully  high."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

"The  materials  on  affordable  housing  on  Pages  65,  and  66,  I  think  are 
ridiculous.    The  use  of  average  income,  average  costs,  the  averages  is  totally 
misleading.    I  think  you  have  to  talk  more  in  terms  of  median  incomes,  median 
costs  rather  than  average.    Half  the  homes  could  cost  $50,000  and  half  of  them 
could  cost  $500,000,  and  you  say  the  average  is  $300,000.    Using  average 
figures  is  misleading.    I  found  those  pages  totally  useless." 
(Commissioner  Salazar) 

"I  would  agree  with  everyone  that  pages  65  and  66  on  housing  affordabil ity  is 
an  inappropriate  analysis  and  really  needs  to  take  a  real  serious  look  at 
that."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

RESPONSE 

Analysis  of  environmental  effects  is  limited  by  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  to  physical  conditions;  see  Sections 
21060.5  and  21151,  as  amended  by  Senate  Bill  803.    Housing  affordabil ity 
is  a  socio-economic  issue,  and  therefore  is  not  a  necessary  part  of 
environmental  analysis.    The  discussion  below  addresses  new  employees' 
ability  to  afford  housing,  but  it  provides  only  a  general  understanding  of 
the  affordabil ity  issue. 

To  respond  to  the  comments  above  the  employee  income  and  housing 
affordabil ity  discussion  on  pp.  65-66  of  the  EIR  has  been  replaced  with 
the  revised  section  below: 

"HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY 

"To  determine  the  affordabil ity  of  housing  in  San  Francisco  for 
project  employees,  two  major  factors  must  be  known:    the  household 
income  of  these  workers  and  the  price  of  housing.    Although  certain 
information  is  available  from  the  1980  Census,  all  of  the  data  have 
not  yet  been  published.    Without  sucfT  specific  information,  a  variety 
of  sources  have  been  reviewed  to  project  housing  affordability. 

"Income 

"A  survey  of  downtown  office  workers  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
and  Urban  Renewal  Association  (SPUR)  in  1974  does  provide  information 
on  salary  ranges  and  estimates  an  average  annual  income  level  of 
$16, 300. /7/    Given  that  the  weekly  earnings  of  nonsupervisory 
finance,  insurance  and  real  estate  sector  workers  increased  about  67% 
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nationwide  between  1974  and  December  1981, /8/  inflating  the  $16,300 
figure  yields  an  average  salary  of  about  $27,300  for  downtown  office 
workers.    Although  the  SPUR  data  have  been  inflated  to  1982  levels, 
there  is  no  way  to  verify  that  the  distribution  of  job 
classifications  has  remained  the  same  since  1974,  nor  whether  local 
salary  levels  have  kept  pace  with  or  exceeded  the  rise  in  the 
nationwide  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  index. 

"More-recent  published  information  on  office  workers  in  the  Bay  Area 
indicates  that  the  1980  annual  salary  for  support  and  clerical 
personnel  ranged  from  about  $8,000  to  $29,000.79/    Bay  Area  wage 
information  is  not  available  for  most  professional  occupational 
categories,  with  the  exception  of  computer  system  analysts  and 
drafters,  which  have  mean  annual  salaries  of  $25,740  and  $20,000, 
respectively;/9/  there  are  no  known  published  data  on  income  levels 
specifically  for  workers  in  San  Francisco  since  the  SPUR  study. 

"The  mean  annual  salary  of  all  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  is 
$15,715.    Approximately  18%  of  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  are 
managerial  and  professional  staff  who  earn  an  mean  annual  salary  of 
about  $32,960;  4%  are  technical  personnel  (computer  operators  and 
appraisers)  who  earn  an  average  annual  salary  of  $22,960;  and  78%  are 
clerical,  secretarial,  support  and  bank  tellers  earning  a  mean  annual 
salary  of  $12,000./10/    There  is  no  indication  that  the  salaries  of 
existing  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  would  be  typical  of  other 
new  project  tenants,  as  the  indicated  salaries  and  distribution  of 
salaries  are  for  a  specialized,  single-use  tenant  with  a  high 
proportion  of  clerical  employees. 

"An  October,  1981  survey  of  60%  of  the  tenants  at  601  Montgomery  St. 
revealed  that  about  34%  of  the  office  workers  are  professionals  with 
salaries  ranging  from  $21  ,000  to  $300,000;  36  percent  are  middle 
management  personnel  with  salaries  ranging  from  $12,000  to  $70,000, 
and  30%  are  secretarial/support  workers  with  salaries  ranging  from 
$10,000  to  $35,000,711/    Tenants  of  the  601  Montgomery  St.  building 
are  primarily  law,  insurance,  and  professional  service  firms  which 
have  a  larger  proportion  of  high-income  management  and  professional 
staff  than  clerical  staff.    This  would  partially  explain  the 
relatively  high  average  salaries  of  this  building's  employees.  The 
exact  median  salary  of  workers  at  601  Montgomery  is  not  available 
from  the  October  1981  survey.    Based  on  the  survey  data,  it  can  be 
estimated  that  the  median  salary  would  fall  in  the  middle  management 
category,  which  would  place  the  median  annual  income  at  around 
$40,000  to  $45,000. 

"Without  knowing  what  office  tenants  would  occupy  the  project,  it  is 
impossible  to  state  with  certainty  the  salaries  of  project  employees 
other  than  those  employed  by  San  Francisco  Federal.    From  the  above 
information,  annual  salaries  of  non-San  Francisco  Federal  employees 
could  range  from  about  $10,000  to  $300,000. 

"Housing  Supply 

According  to  the  1980  U.S.  Census  of  Housing,  owner-occupied  housing 
constitutes  about  one-third  of  San  Francisco's  housing  stock.  The 
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median  value  of  this  type  of  housing  was  $104,600  in  1980  (not 
including  condominium  units);  and  the  vacancy  rate  was  0.6%. 
October  1981  data  from  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors  show  that 
the  average  selling  price  of  a  house  in  San  Francisco  was  $151,203  in 
1981,  and  that  prices  ranged  from  $95,000  to  $236,750  for  homes  sold 
in  the  week  of  October  1,  1981 ./12/ 

"The  1980  Census  data  for  rental  housing  shows  that  the  median  rent 
was  $266  in  San  Francisco  and  the  vacancy  rate  was  2.7  percent. 
Inflating  the  median  rent  from  April  1980,  the  date  of  the  census, 
through  October  1981  would  yield  a  median  rent  of  $307  based  on  the 
15  percent  rise  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  during  that  time. 
According  to  a  rent  survey  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in 
1980,  median  rents  in  the  City  ranged  from  $289  for  a  studio 
apartment  to  $588  for  a  unit  with  3+  bedrooms,  and  the  median  was 
$455  for  all  types  of  units. /13/    However,  these  data  may  not 
accurately  represent  true  rental  stock  prices  because  the  median 
monthly  rents  are  derived  from  a  small  sample  of  vacant  units  which 
are  advertised  for  rent  in  the  'San  Francisco  Examiner/Chronicle.' 
Since  the  Census  data  are  derived  from  a  more  extensive  sample,  this 
information  may  reveal  a  more  accurate  representation  of  rental  costs 
than  selected  newspaper  advertisements.    Because  the  median  was  $266, 
the  range  of  rental  prices  would  be  both  higher  and  lower  than  this 
figure.    While  the  Census  data  reflect  the  entire  rental  stock, 
including  residential  hotel  units  which  have  lower  rents  than  other 
types  of  rental  dwellings,  not  all  types  of  units  would  be  available 
to  new  households.    Stable  households  in  the  City  may  have  occupied 
the  same  unit  for  many  years.    Lower-priced  units  probably  are  rented 
quickly  and  may  not  appear  in  newspaper  advertisements. 

"Affordability 

"From  the  information  available,  it  is  not  possible  to  document  the 
income  distribution  of  non-San  Francisco  Federal  office  workers. 
Specific  tenants  for  the  building  are  not  known.    The  survey 
information  on  income  distributions  contained  in  the  1974  SPUR  study 
is  about  eight  years  old.    The  salaries  of  existing  San  Francisco 
Federal  and  601  Montgomery  St.  tenants  may  not  be  representative  of 
employees  of  the  project.    Even  accepting  a  median  income  of  $45,000 
for  non-San  Francisco  Federal  workers,  it  is  important  to  bear  in 
mind  that  half  would  earn  more  and  half  less  than  this  median. 

"Based  on  the  available  data,  assumptions  must  be  made  in  order  to 
formulate  conclusions  regarding  housing  affordability.    Table  D-3  in 
Appendix  D  (p.  373)  assumes  that  each  household  contains  1.8  project 
workers  with  the  same  salary  and  allows  30  percent  of  gross  household 
income  for  housing.    Assuming  a  20  percent  downpayment,  30-year 
mortgages,  and  a  16  percent  interest  rate.  Table  D-3  illustrates  that 
most  project  employees  would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing 
in  San  Francisco,  although  as  many  as  one  third  would  be  able  to  do 
so.    Based  on  the  assumptions  stated,  all  project  employees  would  be 
able  to  afford  rental  housing  in  San  Francisco.    These  conclusions 
should  be  qualified  because  household  circumstances  vary.  Housing 
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affordabil  ity  is  determined  not  only  by  household  income  and  price  of 
housing,  but  also  by  equity  in  existing  real  estate,  savings,  debt, 
access  to  credit,  interest  rates,  number  of  dependents,  number  of 
wage  earners,  tastes  and  preferences." 

Replace  the  notes  on  p.  72  of  the  EIR  with  the  following: 

•77/  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  (SPUR), 
Impact  of  Intensive  High  Rise  Development  in  San  Francisco,  Detailed 
Findings,  June7  197b. 

"/8/  Data  are  inflated  by  about  67  percent,  the  national  average 
percentage  increase  in  weekly  earnings  of  nonsupervisory  finance, 
insurance  and  real  estate  employees  between  1974  and  the  end  of  1981 
(U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  Monthly  Labor  Review,  June  1975  and 
February  1982). 

'79/  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  Statistics,  'Area  Wage  Survey  for  the 
San  Francisco-Oakland,  CA,  Metropolitan  Area,'  March,  1981. 

"/lO/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Service  Manager,  telephone 
communication  March  6,  1982, 

"/U/  Montgomery-Washington  Building  Final  EIR,  81.104E,  certified 
January  28,  1982,  p.  75. 

'712/  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  'Multiple  Sales  Service,' 
October  5,  1981.    This  information  includes  all  homes  sold  from 
February  11,  1981  to  October  1,  1981. 

"/1 3/  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Rent  Survey,  1980." 

The  numbers  of  the  remaining  notes  on  pp.  72-73  have  been  changed  to 
follow  the  new  notes  consecutively. 

Table  D-3:    Housing  Affordabil ity,  below,  has  been  added  to  the  EIR 
following  p.  373-374. 
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Gross  Maximum 
Annual  Income        Affordable  Housing  Cost  and  Type  of  Unit 


rer  nouscnoiQ 
or 

Per  Individual 

non LM ly 
Housing 
Expenditure* 

Monthly 
Cost** 

Type  of  Unit  (Price) 

Source 

$5,000 
8,300  (a) 
10,000 

$125 
208 
250 

1  10,680 

267 

$267  - 

Census  Median  Rent 

(el) 

1  n.560 

289 

289  - 

Studio  Apartments 

(fl) 

15,000 

375 

18, 200 

455  - 

Median  Pent,  All  tJnfts 

20,000 

500 

IB  23,520 

588 

588  - 

Rent,  3+  Bedroom  Units 

25,000  (b) 
27,300  (c) 
30,000  (b) 
35,000 
40,000 

625 
683 
750 
875 
1,000 

40.880 

1.022  " 

1,022  - 

Lowest  House  Price  ($95,000) 

1  45.000 

1,125 

1,125  - 

Census  Median  Value  (104,600) 

{e2) 

50,000 
52,560  (d) 
55,000 
f  65.080 

1 ,250 
1,314 
1,375 
1 .627 

1,627  «  Wedian  House  Price  (151.203) 

(g2) 

if  101.880  2.547 

2,547  -   Highest  House  Price  (236,750) 

\ 

300,000  (d) 

7,500 

See  following  page  for  references. 
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*     The  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines 
(January,  1982)  define  affordable  housing  as  follows: 
rental  expenses  not  exceeding  30%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for 
family  size;  and  home  ownership  expenses  not  exceeding  3S%  of  gross 
monthly  income,  adjusted  for  family  size,  including  mortgage  payments, 
property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or  homeownership  association  dues. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  table,  30%  of  gross  monthly  income  is  used  to 
calculate  housing  affordabil ity  for  both  renters  and  owners.    For  owners 
it  is  assumed  that  8%  of  gross  monthly  income  would  cover  property  taxes, 
insurance,  and/or  homeownership  association  dues  and  other  related 
expenses.    No  adjustment  has  been  made  for  family  size  because  family 
circumstances  vary  widely. 

**   Monthly  housing  costs  refer  to  rents  and  mortgage  payments  for  the  housing 
prices  shown  in  parentheses;  sources  of  rents  and  house  prices  are  as 
footnoted.    Monthly  costs  of  ownership  housing  were  calculated  as  monthly 
mortgage  expenses  assuming  20%  down  payment,  30-year  mortgage,  and  16% 
interest  rate,  not  including  insurance,  property  taxes,  and  other  related 
housing  costs. 

a.  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  March,  1981,  "Area  wage  survey  for  the 
San  Francisco-Oakland,  California  Metropolitan  Area."  $8,300  was  the  mean 
1980  income  of  inexperienced  file  clerks,  one  of  the  lowest-paid  office 
occupations  listed. 

b.  The  range  of  $25,000  to  $30,000  is  assumed  to  approximate  the  median 
annual  income  of  project  employees  (see  discussion  of  Income,  p.  ). 

c.  The  $27,300  income  figure  was  derived  by  inflating  the  $16,300  median 
income  of  downtown  office  workers  from  the  1974  SPUR  survey  through 
December,  1981  by  67%  using  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  national  wage 
information  for  nonsupervi sory  finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate  sector 
employees  since  1974. 

d.  Montgomery -Washington  Building  FEIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28,  1982. 
The  'me d fan  "safary  of  wage  earners  at  601  Montgomery  St.  was  estimated  to 
be  $52,560  and  the  highest  salary  for  corporate  officers  $300,000, 
according  to  a  1981  survey. 

e.  City  Planning  and  Information  Services,  "1980  Census  Information," 
March  1982:    1.  median  rent        2.  median  noncondominium  housing  value 
Rental  data  include  residential  hotels  whose  rent  levels  may  be 
substantially  lower  than  other  types  of  rental  dwellings  and  may  therefore 
have  an  effect  on  the  median  rent. 

f.  Department  of  City  Planning,  "Rent  Survey,"  1980.    Median  rents  are  for: 
1.  studio  apartments  2.  all  units  3.  3+  bedrooms 

These  data  are  based  on  a  small  nonrandom  sample  of  newspaper  ads  and  may 
not  reflect  true  rental  costs. 

g.  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  "Multiple  Sales  Service,"  October  5, 
1981.    (Annual  data  on  housing  sales  prices  including  all  homes  sold  from 
February  11,  1981  to  October  1,  1981): 

1.  lowest  price  .   2.  median  price         3.  highest  price 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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Housing  Mitigation 
COMMENTS 

"On  Pages  104,  105,  it  talks  about  measures  under  consideration  under 
employment,  housing,  and  fiscal  factors.    You  talk  about  the  credits  of  up  to 
$10  million  through  1981.    1981  is  over,  so  I  don't  know  if  it's  appropriate 
that  we  talk  about  something  that  is  now  past  history.    However,  if  you  want 
to  have  that  in  here,  it  would  be  appropriate,  rather  than  to  talk  about 
credits  being  available,  I'd  like  to  know  how  much  of  the  $10  million  was  put 
to  use  and  is  in  force  at  this  time.    Because  it's  one  thing  to  say  you  have 
10  million  available,  but  if  you've  only  used  500,000,  it  doesn't  really  mean 
a  whole  lot  to  me  to  say  that  you  have  really  made  a  serious  attempt  to  help, 
say,  the  low-  and  moderate- income  needs  of  this  City." 
(Commissioner  Nakashima) 

"Page  105  should  include,  if  possible,  the  reason  for  San  Francisco  agreeing 
to... they  agreed  to  credit. . .making  loans  in  Chinatown.    They  don't  say  why 
they  did  that.    I  think  that  it  was  done  as  a  mitigation  for  another  project. 
If  so,  that  should  be  listed  as  why  they  are  taking  part  in  that." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

EIR  Page  104a,  last  paragraph,, insert  a  paragraph  break  after  the  second 
sentence  and  change  the  current  third  sentence  (which  begins,  "Currently, 
San  Francisco  Federal...")  to  read  as  follows: 

"In  late  1978,  San  Francisco  Federal  applied  for  a  permit  to  expand 
its  Chinatown  savings  branch  office  by  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area. 
As  a  mitigation  measure  for  this  expansion/1/,  San  Francisco  Federal 
was  required  to  develop  a  program  with  the  Chinese  Community  Housing 
Corporation  to  provide  mortgage  credit  of  up  to  $10,000,000  for  loans 
to  qualified  borrowers  for  the  purpose  of  rehabilitating  and 
improving  low-income  housing  in  certain  areas  of  Chinatown.  Although 
San  Francisco  Federal  subsequently  abandoned  its  branch  office 
expansion  project,  it  decided  to  fulfill  the  below  market  rate  loan 
commitment.    The  program  included  fixed,  below-market  rate 
conventional  loans,  and  provisions  for  purchasing  tax-free  bonds  for 
use  in  the  Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP)  conducted  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works.    The  program  continued  for  three  years. 
When  it  expired  on  December  31,  1981,  a  total  of  $1,838,210  of  the 
credit  pool  had  been  used,  resulting  in  the  construction  and 
rehabilitation  of  131  living  units  within  the  Chinatown  area.  In 
addition,  San  Francisco  Federal  is  participating  in  several 
low-interest-rate  housing  purchase,  construction,  and  rehabilitation 
programs  in  the  Bay  Area,  including  the  cities  of  Oakland  and 
San  Jose,  and  the  unincorporated  areas  of  East  Menlo  Park  and  East 
Palo  Alto." 

EIR  Page  105,  add  footnote,  as  follows: 

"NOTE  -  Employment,  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

/I/  Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Services  Manager,  San  Francisco 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association,  letter  communication,  March  26, 
1982." 
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COMMENTS 

"Page  105,  they  say  they  reject  our  usual  housing  mitigation.    I  would  just 
say  for  the  record  that  [it]  troubles  me,  and  I  think  that  they  have  to 
seriously  look  at  our  usual  housing  mitigation  demands  and  needs." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

"The. . .project  will  result  in  a  net  increase  of  550  jobs  on  site,  which, 
according  to  Department  of  City  Planning  estimates,  will  result  in  a  demand 
for  at  least  125  additional  housing  units  in  the  City.    The  Draft  EIR  states 
that  San  Francisco's  housing  stock  is  characterized  by  Mow  growth,  low 
vacancy  rates  and  high  purchase  and  rental  costs  in  relation  to  typical  wages 
paid'  [pages  33-34],  and  refers  the  reader  to  the  Five  Fremont  Center  Final 
EIR  (EE. 80. 268)  in  which  the  severity  of  San  Francisco's  housing  availability 
and  housing  affordability  problems  are  thoroughly  described.    Given  the 
severity  of  San  Francisco's  housing  problems,  staff  strongly  urges  that  the 
project  sponsor  be  required  to  adopt  the  mitigation  measure  providing 
low-interest-rate  financing  for  the  rehabilitation  or  new  construction  of 
dwelling  units  (page  104)  as  a  condition  of  approval  of  the  project.  In 
addition  to  providing  below-market-rate  construction  loans  to  a  non-profit 
housing  development  corporation,  the  sponsor  should  also  consider  piggybacking 
such  a  commitment  with  below-market-rate  mortgage  loans  which  would  provide 
homeownership  opportunities  for  low  income  households,  for  example,  through 
the  development  of  a  limited  equity  cooperative,"    (Michael  Visconti) 

RESPONSE 

San  Francisco  Federal  believes  that  a  program  similar  to  the  low-income 
housing  loan  program  for  Chinatown  (see  Response,  under  Housing 
Mitigation,  on  p.  246  of  this  document)  would  result  in  the  actual 
production  and  rehabilitation  of  housing  units  faster  than  a  commitment  to 
construct  a  number  of  housing  units  equivalent  to  the  project's  estimated 
net  housing  demand  of  125  units  (Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate  Servcies 
Manager  for  San  Francisco  Federal,  letter  communication,  March  26,  1982). 
San  Francisco  Federal  indicates  that  under  the  Chinatown  commitment  the 
average  loan  per  unit  was  $14,000  during  1979-1981.    This  amount,  when 
converted  into  the  $1.8  million  that  was  expended  under  the  program, 
equals  rehabilitation  of  approximately  130  housing  units.    A  similar 
program  would  be  the  preferred  method  by  which  San  Francisco  Federal  would 
meet  its  housing  mitigation  requirements.    The  staffing  and  framework  of 
the  Chinatown  loan  program  are  still  intact,  and  a  new  program  could  be 
started  quickly,  which  would  continue  to  accommodate  the  renovation, 
rehabilitation,  and  construction  of  new  low-income  housing  units. 

The  following  measure  has  also  been  added  as  the  second  item  on  p.  105  of 
the  EIR  under  "MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION:" 

"San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  indicates  that  it  would  be 
willing  to  contribute  to  the  Citywide  Share  Appreciation  Mortgage 
Revenue  Bond  Program  to  fulfull  its  net  housing  demand  requirement  of 
125  units." 
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COMMENT 

"I  am  asking  for  mitigation,  and  if  they  are  rejecting  it,  I  want  to  know 
why      for  all  of  the  alternatives.    A  full  housing  mitigation  for  all  of  the 
impacts  in  San  Franci sco . . .wi th  the  housing  being  matched  to  the  income 
levels.    That  means  if  there  is  a  housing  need,  100  units  for  people  making 
low  income  according  to  HUD  standards,  that  the  hundred  units  of  low  income 
housing  be  provided.    That  is  a  mitigation  measure  we  are  asking  for." 
(Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

The  revised  housing  affordabil i ty  section  on  pp.  240-245  of  this  document, 
provides  some  estimates  of  housing  affordability  parameters;  however  as 
noted  in  that  section,  reliable  data  are  not  available  to  establish  a 
mitigation  measure  (if  it  were  to  be  required)  which  would  match  household 
incomes  of  new  downtown  office  workers  to  the  prices  and  types  of  housing 
units  that  would  be  affordable  to  those  new  workers. 

The  following  response  is  based  on  and  summarized  from:  Questor 
Associates,  Letter  Report,  May  28,  1982.    A  complete  copy  of  this  report 
is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor. 

According  to  Questor  Associates,  a  San  Francisco-based  urban  economics 
consulting  firm,  there  are  no  data  publicly  available  with  which  to  make  a 
reliable  determination  of  the  number,  prices  and  types  of  housing  units 
that  would  be  affordable  to  new  workers  demanding  housing  in  San  Francisco 
as  a  result  of  proposed  office  construction,  including  the  San  Francisco 
Federal  Headquarters  project. 

In  order  to  determine  the  number,  type  and  price  of  units  that  would  be 
affordable  to  new  office  workers  in  San  Francisco,  the  following  questions 
need  to  be  addressed: 

Who  are  the  new  employees? 

What  are  their  financial  capabilities? 

What  are  their  housing  needs  and  preferences,  regarding  type  of  unit 
and  location? 

What  is  the  relationship  of  housing  affordability  and  demand  to 
housing  supply? 

The  technical  issues  involved  with  these  questions  are  stated  below: 
^  *    Who  are  the  new  employees? 

The  relationship  of  office  development  and  employment  growth  is  complex. 
Much,  if  not  most,  of  the  net  increase  in  employment  attributable  to  new 
office  space  will  not  be  located  in  newly  constructed  buildings.  A 
substantial  portion  of  the  net  increase  in  workers  will  be  workers  filling 
older  buildings  vacated  by  those  moving  into  the  new  building.    It  is 
essentially  impossible  to  trace  the  chain  of  employee  movements  and  to 
know  in  advance  which  buildings  will  be  vacated;  therefore,  it  is 
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impossible  to  know  in  advance  who  the  new  employees  will  be.    To  assume 
that  the  new  employees  will  reflect  the  composition  of  current  workers  in 
downtown  office  building  (or  the  composition  of  San  Francisco  Federal 
employees)  would  be  inaccurate  for  two  reasons: 

a)  each  office  building  is  unique  and  contains  a  mix  of  functions 
and  workers  which  may  or  may  not  be  similar  to  the  "average" 
building;  and 

b)  the  rapid  escalation  of  downtown  office  rents  could  stimulate 
employers  to  relocate  clerical  and  support  personnel  to  suburban 
locations,  although  the  effect  and  extent  of  this  relocation  has  not 
been  documented.    Thus,  assuming  data  were  available  on  existing 
office  workers,  that  data  would  not  accurately  reflect  the 
characteristics  of  new  employees  generated  by  the  construction  of  new 
office  buildings. 

2 •    Financial  Capabili ties  of  Office  Workers 

Housing  affordabil i ty  is  a  function  of  not  only  individual  worker  income, 
but  of  total  household  income.    This  includes  the  salaries  of  all  wage 
earners  in  the  household,  plus  all  non-salary  income.    The  ability  of  a 
worker  to  afford  housing  also  depends  on  the  amount  of  assets  and  debt, 
and,  for  purchasers  of  housing,  down  payment  amounts  and  available 
mortgage  interest  rates.    Therefore,  one  cannot  estimate  housing 
affordabil ity  based  on  individual  worker  salary  alone,  as  many  Bay  Area 
households  have  two  (or  more)  wage  earners. 

No  reliable  published  data  are  available  on  household  incomes  for  office 
workers  in  the  San  Francisco  financial  district.    None  are  collected  or 
published  on  a  regular  basis.  Some  data  are  available  from  surveys  of 
workers  in  individual  office  buildings,  but  these  data  are  not 
comprehensive.    City-wide  household  income  estimates,  for  all  households 
in  San  Francisco,  are  available  from  several  private  computer  data 
services,  and  will  soon  be  available  for  1979  through  the  U.S.  Census.  No 
breakdown  is  available  by  type  or  location  of  employment.    Data  on  wage 
rates  for  various  office  functions  are  available  from  the  state  Employment 
Development  Department  offices  or  from  major  office  employers,  but  this 
provides  income  estimates  for  individuals  and  not  households.    Nor  does 
this  provide  data  on  investment  or  other  non-wage  income.    The  1975  SPUR 
Study  provides  wage  estimates  for  several  categories  of  downtown  office 
workers.    SPUR  data  does  not  indicate  household  income,  and  may  not 
reflect  wages  of  existing  or  future  downtown  office  workers. 

While  comprehensive  and  detailed  polling  of  existing  office  workers  could 
provide  substantial  information,  there  are  several  questions  concerning 
the  reliability  of  the  information  obtained,  the  ability  to  estimate 
affordabil ity  from  that  information,  and  the  transferability  of  the 
results  to  new  workers  associated  with  the  construction  of  a  new  building. 
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For  example,  while  household  income  can  be  obtained  through  interview 
surveys,  it  is  typically  the  most  difficult  and  least  reliable  data 
gathered  in  survey  research  because  of  its  confidential  nature.  Many 
people  are  not  willing  to  tell  an  interviewer  how  much  they  and  other 
family  members  earn,  how  much  savings  and  unearned  income  their  households 
have  and  how  much  money  they  owe. 

3.    Housing  Needs  and  Preferences 

In  addition  to  knowing  what  a  household  could  afford,  housing  requirements 
(needs)  and  location  preferences  affect  housing  affordabil ity.  The 
location  preference  —how  many  new  workers  would  want  to  live  in  San 
Francisco--  is  an  empirical  question.    Yet  no  empirical  data  exist  on  the 
housing  location  preferences  of  new  workers.    For  the  San  Francisco 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  EIR,  this  question  has  been  addressed  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning's  housing  demand  formula,  which  assumes  that 
40%  of  all  new  office  workers  would  want  to  live  in  San  Francisco 
(Departnent  of  City  Planning,    "Office  Housing  Production  Program  Interim 
Guidelines,"  January  1982).    However  the  question  of  housing  needs,  such 
as  the  number  of  bedrooms,  is  not  addressed  in  this  formula  and  would  have 
to  be  estimated  through  a  survey.    Such  a  survey  would  be  subject  to  the 
same  limitations  described  above  in  item  No.  2. 

^'    Relationship  to  Housing  Supply 

The  availability  and  affordabil ity  of  housing  in  San  Francisco  is  only 
partially  a  function  of  demand  created  by  office  development.    As  interest 
rates  remain  high,  affordabil ity  is  constrained  throughout  the  Bay  Area. 
However,  the  problem  is  compounded  in  San  Francisco  because  of  higher  land 
costs,  higher  building  costs,  and  difficulties  of  obtaining  approvals  for 
infill  housing  in  the  City,  and  greater  demand  for  housing  by 
single-person  households  in  relation  to  other  Bay  Area  cities.  Another 
factor  is  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco  caused  by  Bay  Area  employment 
growth  in  other  job  sectors  such  as  the  electronics  industries.  Finally, 
because  of  the  relative  distribution  of  vacant  land  in  the  Bay  Area, 
substantially  fewer  units  have  been,  and  can  be,  produced  in  San  Francisco 
than  in  outlying  suburban  counties.    Therefore,  constructing  housing  to 
satisfy  demand  relating  to  new  employment  will  remain  less  feasible  in  San 
Francisco  than  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area  housing  market. 

To  mitigate  the  net  housing  demand  attributable  to  the  San  Francisco 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters  project,  the  sponsor  is  proposing  to 
contribute  to  the  Citywide  Share  Appreciation  Mortgage  Revenue  Bond 
Program  or,  subject  to  City  approval,  to  reinstate  a  program  similar  to 
its  previous  Chinatown  low-interest  rate  housing  rehabilitation  loan 
program  (see  pp.  247-247  for  a  description  of  these  mitigation  measures). 
Either  of  these  measures  would  assist  low-  and  moderate-income  residents 
in  purchasing  or  rehabilitating  units  that  would  be  more  affordable  than 
market-rate-financed  units.    As  stated  above,  without  specific  data, 
primarily  concerning  the  identification  of  new  workers  and  the  household 
income  and  assets  of  each  new  worker,  there  is  no  method  of  reliably 
predicting  the  distribution  of  units  that  would  match  the  household 
incomes  of  and  that  would  be  affordable  to  new  employees. 
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Fiscal 
COMMENTS 

"On  Page  71,  I  would  like  to,  again,  point  out  the  Ponzi  scheme  aspect:  we've 
got  to  keep  building  every  year  so  that  we're  sure  we  have  enough  money  coming 
in  because  tliese  buildings,  as  they  get  older,  don't  have  the  amount  of 
revenue.    I  think  there  should  be  some  kind  of  an  alternative  way  of  looking 
at  downtown  rather  than  trying  to  perpetuate .. .Ponzi  schemes."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Reference  to  a  "Ponzi  scheme"  is  to  a  swindler  who  marketed  a  pyramid 
investment  scheme  to  naive  people  who  desired  to  get  rich  quick. 

The  DEIR  contains  no  language  suggesting  that  the  only  method  of 
increasing  revenues  from  the  downtown  area  is  by  adding  new  buildings  each 
year. 

Under  Proposition  13,  Section  XIIIA  of  the  California  constitution, 
property  is  reassessed  only  when  it  is  sold.    Residential  property  tends 
to  change  ownership  more  frequently  than  does  commercial  property.    In  the 
long  run,  it  is  therefore  probable  that  residential  assessments  will 
increase  at  a  greater  rate  than  commercial  property  assessments.  The 
assessment  of  property  that  does  not  change  ownership  is  limited  to  an 
increase  of  two  percent  annually.    If  inflation  and  the  cost  of  City 
services  increase  at  a  rate  greater  than  two  percent  per  year,  there  will 
be  a  gap  between  property  tax  revenues  and  necessary  City  expenditures. 
This  gap  will  not  be  due  to  increased  commercial  development,  but  rather 
to  the  factors  previously  discussed.    One  way  to  offset  such  a  disparity 
is  to  increase  the  property  tax  base  through  more  intensive  development. 
San  Francisco  also  collects  other  taxes  --  payroll,  sales,  gross  receipts, 
utility,  and  parking  —  that  are  more  responsive  to  increased  costs  and 
inflation  than  is  the  property  tax. 


Transit  Costs 
COMMENTS 

"On  Page  68,  Muni  costs.    They  are  talking  again  about  the  Muni  shortfall, 
without  putting  into  perspective  how  the  people  that  ride  Muni  are  going  to 
have  to  start  picking  up  the  costs  with  the  75  cent  fare.    I  would  like  to 
know  what  the  cost  of  providing  the  service  is  when  you  are  talking  about  the 
assessment  district,  and  why  we  can't  make  it  a  condition  of  approval  rather 
than  this  thing  that  one  of  these  days  when  the  lawsuit  is  finally  resolved, 
we  may  get  some  money  for  the  Muni."    (Sue  Hestor) 

"The  second  mitigation  measure  is  a  hookup  fee  to  Muni  to  provide  the  extra 
equipment  they  are  going  to  need  to  service  this  project  and  an  ongoing 
assessment  and  annual  assessment  to  service  the  project.    Similarly,  for 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  buses,  and  I  guess  the  ferry  and  AC  Transit,  as  a 
requirement,  as  a  condition       not  as  something  that  if  one  of  these  days  a 
law  is  passed  and  litigation  is  finally  settled,  they  might  get  some  money." 
(Sue  Hestor) 


251 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"I  would  like  shortfalls  for  AC  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  SamTrans,  SP  — 
anyone  who  is  getting  some  kind  of  a  subsidy,  I  want  to  know  how  much  of  the 
subsidy  they  are  expecting  to  come  out  of  the  air  to  pay  for  transit  service 
downtown.    I  would  like  to  know  where  that  money  is  coming  from.    Because  they 
are  presuming  that  there  is  a  $1.40  somewhere  for  all  of  those  BART  riders. 
And  I  don't  know  where  it's  coming  from.    Because  BART  is  under  the  same 
restrictions       it's  $1.50  on  BART  now      that  everyone  else  is.    They  are  a 
tax  agency  as  well.    I  guess  it  means  people  will  start  paying  $5  one-way  in 
the  morning. 

"On  Page  85, ...where  is  the  equipment  going  to  come  from  when  you.. .start 
talking  about  all  of  these  transit  agencies  [are]  going  to  be  at  128  percent 
of  capacity?    107  percent  of  capacity.    What  if  the  money  isn't  available  to 
replace  equipment  in  five  years?    What  then  is  the  capacity?    How  much  is  it 
over?"    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Effective  April  1,  1982,  the  Muni  per  ride  fare  was  increased  from  $0.50 
to  $0.60.    That  increase  was  triggered  primarily  to  meet  the  fare  box 
revenue  requirements  of  Assembly  Bill  (AB)  1107.    AB  1107  allows  Muni  to 
receive  a  portion  of  the  one-half  cent  BART  sales  tax  revenue  for 
operating  expenses  providing  that  at  least  1/3  of  Muni's  annual  operating 
cost  is  paid  from  fare  box  revenues.    As  Muni's  annual  operating  costs 
continue  to  increase,  the  $0.10  fare  increase  was  needed  to  meet  the  1/3 
operating  revenue  requirement  of  AB  1107.    The  one-half  cent  BART  sales 
tax  is  an  important,  stable  revenue  source  for  Muni  because  revenues 
generated  from  sales  tax  tend  to  rise  in  proportion  to  inflation. 

Revenue  that  would  be  generated  from  implementation  of  the  Transit  Impact 
Development  fee,  or  a  similar  funding  mechanism,  is  anticipated  to  meet 
the  widening  gap  between  Muni  costs  and  General  Fund  revenues  disbursed  to 
Muni.    Total  annual  General  Fund  revenues  collected  have  not  kept  pace 
with  inflation. 

The  data  contained  in  "Transit  Assessment  District  Cost  Study"  (City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  Office  of  the  City  Attorney,  October  1,  1981) 
were  generated  to  calculate  the  net  deficit  of  Muni  on  a  per-square-mile 
basis.    The  study  also  contains  operating  costs  per  passenger  mile  and 
revenue  per  passenger  trip.    The  total  number  of  downtown  passenger  trips, 
however,  was  not  determined  for  the  purposes  of  the  study.    According  to 
Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant  (telephone  communication, 
December  30,  1981),  net  deficit  per  passenger  trip  cannot  be  calculated 
using  the  data  as  given  in  the  "Cost  Study."    Within  the  next  few  months. 
Muni  will  develop  information  based  on  the  study  which  can  be  used  to 
evaluate  downtown  projects. 

The  DEIR  contains  no  mitigation  measure  concerning  special  project 
payments  for  Muni,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  and  AC  Transit.    Reference  is  made 
on  pp.  68-69  of  the  DEIR  to  the  current  status  of  the  payment  to  Muni  of  a 
one-time  fee  of  up  to  $5.00  per  gross  sq.  ft.  upon  construction  of  new 
office  space  in  the  Downtown  area.    Such  a  measure  was  adopted  in  April 
1981  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  (Ordinance  No.  224-81)  and  is  currently 
in  litigation.    The  fifth  full  mitigation  measure  on  p.  106  of  the  DEIR 
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states  that  the  sponsor  would  contribute  funds  for  maintaining  and 
augmenting  transportation  service  as  provided  for  in  Ordinance 
No.  224-81.    This  would  include  Muni's  transit  services. 

On  February  1,  1982  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  by  resolution  a 
measure  declaring  its  intent  to  form  a  Core  Area  Transit  Maintenance 
District,  determining  that  a  portion  of  public  transit  is  provided 
Downtown  in  lieu  of  public  parking  places,  and  to  assess  real  property 
within  the  area  for  an  annual  payment  for  transit  maintenance  based  on 
gross  floor  area.    After  public  hearings,  such  a  measure  may  be  adopted. 
The  project  site  is  within  the  proposed  district  and  would  be  subject  to 
the  legal  assessment  provisions  finally  adopted, 

San  Francisco  Federal  has  not  participated  in  litigation  pertaining  to 
transit  assessments. 

The  DEIR  quantifies  the  projected  tax  revenue  generated  by  the  project  to 
Muni  ($58,000)  on  p.  68.    Project-generated  revenues  to  BART  would  total 
about  $21,486  of  which  $17,676  would  be  from  property  taxes  and  $3,810 
would  be  from  sales  taxes  (see  note  /20/,  p.  73). 

A-C  Transit,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  SamTrans,  and  Caltrans  Peninsula  Train 
(Southern  Pacific)  do  not  receive  direct  subsidies  from  taxes  collected  in 
San  Francisco.    All  receive  federal  and  state  subsidies.    Bay  Area 
residents  contribute  to  these  transportation  systems  through  federal 
taxes,  bridge  tolls,  and  state  gasoline  and  sales  taxes  paid  in  the 
counties  were  purchases  are  made.    Future  modifications  in  the  federal  and 
state  allocations  and  in  fare  structures  cannot  be  forecast. 

The  average  net  cost  not  covered  by  fares  per  A-C  Transit  passenger  is 
about  $0.72  cents  per  trip  (Ted  Reynolds  Senior  Planner,  A-C  Transit, 
telephone  communication,  March  15,  1982).    Cost  of  the  project,  not 
including  the  170  San  Francisco  Federal  employees  who  would  return  to  the 
site,  would  be  about  $16,175  annually.    (600  net  employees  x  8%  A-C  riders 
X  468  rides  per  year  x  $0.72  net  cost  per  passenger  trip  =  $16,175.)  The 
average  net  cost  per  Golden  Gate  Transit  passenger  is  $1.14  (Peter  Dyson, 
Senior  Planner,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  telephone  communication,  March  15, 
1982).    Based  on  this  figure,  the  net  cost  of  the  project  would  be 
$16,005.    (600  net  employees  x  5%  Golden  Gate  Transit  riders  per  year 
X  468  rides  per  year  x  $1.14  net  cost  per  passenger  trip  =  $16,005.)  The 
average  net  cost  per  SamTrans  passenger  is  $1.07  (Gregory  Kipp,  Program 
Analyst,  SamTrans,  telephone  communication,  March  15,  1982).    Cost  of  the 
project  to  SamTrans  would  be  $6,010.    (600  net  employees  x  2%  SamTrans 
riders  x  468  rides  per  year  x  $1.07  net  cost  per  passenger  trip  = 
$6,010.)    The  exact  proportion  of  these  deficits  that  would  be  paid  to 
respective  transit  agencies  by  workers  of  the  proposed  project,  or 
downtown  office  workers  in  general,  cannot  be  estimated  because  the  amount 
of  tax  revenues  that  each  employee  would  contribute  to  funding  sources 
cannot  be  determined.    The  distribution  of  riders  on  regional  transit 
agencies  is  from  Attachment  1  of  the  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact 
Review,  Transportation  Impacts,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning, 
October  T980^ 


253 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  projected  1984  peak  load  factors  of  107%  (BART)  and  128%  (SamTrans) 
stated  in  Table  15  on  p.  85  of  the  DEIR  do  not  reflect  planned  capacity 
increases;  these  load  factors  are  based  on  1981  ridership  and  assume  that 
no  planned  capacity  will  be  fully  implemented  by  1984.    BART  and  SamTrans 
receive  funding  for  capital  improvements  from  several  sources  including 
TDA  State  gasoline  tax  funds.  Federal  UMPTA  grants,  and  State 
Transportation  Assistance  Programs  which  are  disbursed  through  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC).    BART  and  SamTrans 
anticipate  that  these  funding  sources  will  continue  to  be  available  in  the 
future.    Should  funding  sources  for  capital  improvements  no  longer  be 
available  or  if  the  amount  of  funding  decreases,  sufficient  capacity  may 
not  be  added  to  these  systems  in  the  future.    Should  this  occur,  excess 
travel  on  these  systems  can  be  expected  to  either  shift  to  another 
non-peak  ridership  mode  of  travel  or  to  other  times  if  working  conditions 
permit  and  off-peak  transit  capacity  is  available. 


GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 
COMMENTS 

"On  Page  99  where  you  are  talking  about  growth  inducement,  I  think  you  have  to 
weave  in  what's  happening  on  Kearny  St.  there.    It  is  a  retail  bridge,  and 
what  this  project  would  do  is  result  in,  with  the  cumulative  impact  of 
everything  else,  the  loss  of  a  lot  of  retail,  a  lot  of  —  ...light 
industry....    All  these  little  print  shops,  places  like  that,  they're 
considered  light  industry.    And  those  exist.    I  think  they  are  an  asset  that 
should  be  in  downtown,  as  close  to  downtown,  shouldn't  have  to  move  to  India 
Basin  because  their  rents  are  prohibitive. 

"The  second  paragraph  on  Page  99  needs  to  be  reworked.    Talks  about 
displacement  of  small  retail,  small  businesses,  and  gentrif ication  that  is 
going  to  result  --  kind  of  commercial  gentrif ication  that  is  going  on  there, 
where  any  small  business  can  be  displaced  by  someone  who  can  afford  to  pay 
30  or  $40  a  square  foot  for  rent."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

The  second  paragraph  on  p.  99  of  the  DEIR  does  not  discuss  retail 
displacement;  it  describes  the  demand  for  office  space  and  the 
relationship  to  growth  in  service  sector  and  local  and  regional  markets 
for  goods,  services  and  housing. 

To  address  the  comment  above,  the  following  new  paragraph  has  been  added 
after  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  99  of  the  EIR: 

"Development  of  the  Crocker  Tower  and  proposed  office  developments  on 
and  near  Kearny  St.  (see  Figure  2,  p.  11)  could  indirectly  contribute 
to  the  displacement  of  existing  low-intensity  retail  and 
light-industrial  uses  on  Kearny  St.  retail,  especially  between 
between  Market  and  Bush  Sts.    As  higher  intensity  land  uses  are 
developed  on  Kearny  St.,  demand  for  property  on  Kearny  St.  could 
increase,  resulting  in  higher  property  values  and  rents.  Existing 
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low-scale  retail  uses  might  either  be  displaced  or  converted  to 
higher  intensity  retail  uses  which  would  command  higher  gross  sales 
per  sq.  ft.  than  existing  uses." 

CUMULATIVE 


COMMENTS 

"Page  31,  0,  the  first  paragraph.    It  should  include  total  square  footage  of 
proposals,  not  only  that  are  approved  but  those  in  the  pipeline  and  applied 

for   It  gives  a  figure,  an  additional  8.7  million  sq .  ft.  of  office  space 

would  be  added  if  the  buildings  approved  or  under  construction  were  completed. 

"I  would  like,  in  addition  to  that,  those  that  are  in  the  pipeline." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

"On  Page  63,  there's  16  million  sq.  ft.  used  as  the  cumulative  development 
figure.    The  Mayor  is  using  a  higher  figure.    Those  figures  don't  include  the 
proposed  SP  project.    I  question  whether  16  million  is  realistic.    I  think  24 
to  26  to  28  is  much  more  realistic... 

"I  tnink  the  SP  project  should  be  factored  into  this.    I  think  you  should 
factor  in  the  other  projects  that  the  Mayor  is  factoring  in.    She's  using  a 
figure  of  either  21  or  24,... I  think  the  last  one  was  24.    Why,  then,  can  you 
use,  in  this  document,  16  million?    I  think  you  have  to  multiply  it  by 
50  percent  to  get  your  impacts."    (Sue  Hestor) 

"Page  190,  I  would  like  you  to  explain  in  detail  what  are  the  buildings 
represented  by  each  figure  in  Column  1,  especially  'under  construction  82-84,' 
approved  projects.    I  want  the  building  and  I  want  the  sq.  ft.  that  goes  with 
it. 

"In  conjunction  with  this,  I  submitted  a  list  at  the  201  Spear  Street  hearing 
of  projects  in  the  works.    I  asked  that  you  respond  to  my  list  of  projects 
that  I  think  are  in  the  works  at  the  Planning  Department  right  now,  including 
the  SP....    I  am  asking  you  to  incorporate  my  figures  and  my  projects  in  your 
calculations  on  projected  growth."    (Sue  Hestor) 

"...I  have  been  mostly  using  the  EE  log  of  projects.    I  have  not  been  using 
Mr.  Passmore's  log,  which  is  the  zoning  log  of  projects  that  are  exempt  from 
environmental  review,  because  they  are  conversions  or  something  else.    I  think 
because  of  the  context  of  this  building  and  the  sensitivity  of  the  area,  where 
you  start  having  retail  buildings  being  converted  to  office  buildings. .  .[such 
as]  the  Sloane  Building,  Mr.  Passmore  should  put  into  the  record  as  well  all 
of  the  conversions  that  aren't  going  to  the  EE  log  in  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  that  are  conversions  so  we  get  a  full  scale  picture  of 
all  the  conversions  of  office  space  that  are  coming  in...,  exempt  from 
environmental  review,  because  that  information  is  more  difficult  to  get  than 
the  information  of  those  going  through  environmental  review."    (Sue  Hestor) 
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RESPONSE 

Page  31  of  the  DEIR,  Section  D  indicates  the  number  of  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space  approved  or  under  construction  as  of  November,  1981.    This  was 
considered  "setting"  information.    The  impacts  discussion  on  page  63  of 
the  DEIR  indicates  that  another  approximately  seven  million  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  was  under  review  in  the  Department,  for  a  total  cumulative 
amount  of  about  16  million  sq.  ft.  if  all  were  approved  and  built. 

Since  the  DEIR  was  printed,  the  total  number  of  projects  under  review  has 
increased  to  nearly  ten  million  sq.  ft.    However,  several  million  sq.  ft. 
of  this  total  are  still  in  the  process  of  revision  and  are  likely  to 
change  size  or  perhaps  be  withdrawn  and  are  therefore  not  included  in 
cumulative  analyses  in  the  EIR.    Other  projects  included  in  the  seven 
million  sq.  ft.  reported  in  the  DEIR  have  shown  no  activity  by  the 
developer  for  eight  months  or  more  and  are  considered  inactive;  these 
projects  have  been  removed  from  the  list.    The  overall  cumulative  total 
remains  close  to  16  million  sq.  ft.    Page  63,  paragraph  one  has  been 
changed  to  read: 

"Another  approximately  7.4  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  is  under 
consideration  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  as  of  April,  1982. 
If  all  were  built  as  proposed,  a  total  of  about  16.5  million  sq.  ft. 
of  office  space  would  be  added  to  the  downtown  area.    Another  two  to 
three  million  sq.  ft.  are  under  very  early  review  or  have  shown  no 
activity  for  eight  months  or  more  and  have  not  been  included  in  the 
cumulative  analysis." 

Other  square  footage  that  may  be  proposed  in  developments  such  as  the 
Rincon  Point/South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area,  Rincon  Hill  or  Southern 
Pacific's  proposed  Mission  Bay  Project,  is  not  definitive  and  is  not  yet 
under  review  although  some  proposals  have  been  discussed  with  Department 
staff.    Estimates  of  potential  office  space  from  projects  such  as  these 
may  be  included  in  discussions  by  various  City  officials.    These  projects 
are  not  included  in  cumulative  analyses  in  this  DEIR  because  building 
locations,  sizes,  uses  and  other  details  are  likely  to  change  markedly 
during  preliminary  planning  and  design  by  the  various  developers  and  may 
change  again  during  City  review  if  proposals  are  submitted  to  the  City. 

Totals  used  in  cumulative  analyses  usually  have  been  rounded  to  one  or  two 
significant  figures  to  account  for  uncertainties  even  in  those  projects 
that  are  relatively  far  along  in  the  review  process.    Because  the  totals 
are  large  numbers,  differences  of  one  to  two  million  sq.  ft.  would  not 
cause  a  statistically  significant  change  in  analysis  results.  The 
cumulative  analyses  provide  readers  with  a  general  idea  of  the  potential 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  in  combination  with  other  projects  likely 
to  be  built  before  and  after  the  proposed  project. 

The  DEIR  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  on  transportation  and  air  quality 
included  all  occupied  buildings  and  many  of  the  larger  office  projects 
proposed  or  under  construction  in  the  downtown  area  as  of  the  publication 
date.    The  list  of  projects  is  included  in  Table  E-7,  p.  381  of  the  DEIR 
and  totals  about  nine  million  sq.  ft.    In  addition,  cumulative  impacts 
estimates  were  adjusted  by  a  factor  that  reflects  average  annual  increases 
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in  traffic  on  downtown  City  streets  and  freeways.    Although  this  factor 
generally  takes  into  account  impacts  of  proposed  projects  not  named  in  the 
list  found  in  Table  E-7,  it  may  not  specifically  account  for  all  the 
office  space  reasonably  likely  to  be  added  to  downtown. 

Therefore,  estimates  have  been  made  of  the  additional  impact  to 
transportation  and  air  quality  from  the  office  space  in  the  projects 
listed  in  Table  E-7.    The  projects  listed  in  Table  E-7A  total  about  7.7 
million  sq.  ft.    Projects  in  Table  E-7A,  plus  those  on  Table  E-7  are  all 
named  on  Ms.  Hes tor's  list  of  projects. 


TABLE  E-7A:      BUILDINGS  INaUDED  IN  THE  CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  ANALYSIS  - 
PROPOSED  DOWNTOWN  PROJECTS 


Project  Name 


Project  Name 


5th  and  Town  send 
1241  Stockton 
110  Gough 

99  Oak  St. 
690  2nd  St. 
1000  Montgomery 

South  End  Warehouse  (675  2nd) 

564  Sacramento 

50  Grant 

901  Montgomery 

750  Battery 

123  Town send 

Bank  of  Canton 

2nd  and  Folsom 

Ferry  Bldg. 

Montgomery/Wash  ington 

301  Mission 

100  Broadway 

252  Townsend  &  Lusk 
144  2nd  &  Minna 
200  2nd 

333  California 

1361  Bush 

466  Clementina 

466  Bush  St. 

90  New  Montgomery 

388  Market 

211  Gough 


One  Van  Ness 

485  3rd  St.  Conversion 

137  Steuart  Conversion 

One  Holland  Ct. 

490  2nd  St. 

125  Greenwich 

900  Polk  &  0'  Parrel  1 

Francisco  Place 

220  Pacific 

KH  Plaza 

955  Front 

201  Spear 

868  Folsom 

Franklin  and  McAllister 
Welsh  Commons 

1st  and  Market  Central  Plaza 
Russ  Tower 

Ice  House  Conversion 

650  7th 

1151  Market 

United  Federal  S  &  L 

847  Sansome  Conversion 

539  Bryant  Conversion 

1660  Mission  &  Otis 

71  Stevenson 

333  Bush 

240  Montgomery 


SOURCE:    Oepartnent  of  City  Planning 
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In  addition  to  these  proposed  office  projects,  five  office  proposals  were 
filed  after  the  DEIR  on  San  Francisco  Federal  S&L  went  to  press  (847 
Sansome  Conversion,  1361  Bush,  539  Bryant,  466  Clementina,  and  1660 
Mission  at  Otis).    These  five  buildings  also  have  been  included  in 
cumulative  transportation  and  air  quality  analyses.    Projects  proposed  at 
333  Bush,  90  New  Montgomery,  71  Stevenson,  466  Bush  and  388  Market  have 
also  been  added;  they  were  not  definitive  enough  at  the  time  of  DEIR 
publication  to  include  in  the  analysis  for  the  DEIR. 

Several  projects  on  Ms.  Hestor's  list  are  hotel  or  condominium  proposals; 
because  these  types  of  uses  generally  do  not  affect  peak-hour  traffic  or 
transit,  they  have  not  been  included  in  cumulative  analyses.    One  of  these 
hotel  projects  appears  to  be  inactive.    Proposals  for  a  state  office 
building  and  a  federal  office  building  are  included  on  Ms.  Hestor's  list; 
these  projects  are  not  subject  to  City  review  and  appear  to  be  quite 
speculative  given  the  current  discussions  about  the  federal  and  state 
budgets.    Therefore,  they  are  not  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

Several  projects  included  on  Ms.  Hestor's  list  have  shown  no  activity  for 
eight  months  or  more  (e.g.  Fox  Plaza  III).    These  projects  have  not  been 
included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  as  they  do  not  appear  to  be  reasonably 
likely  to  be  added  to  the  City's  downtown  office  space. 

Finally,  several  projects  are  in  very  preliminary  stages  of  review  and  are 
not  well  enough  defined  to  include  in  the  cumulative  analyses.    For  many 
of  these  projects  the  developer  has  revised  the  size  and  kinds  of  uses 
several  times  and  it  would  be  impossible  to  include  accurate  information 
in  this  DEIR  about  those  proposals. 

The  transportation  and  air  quality  analyses  have  been  revised  to  read  as 
fol lows : 

Insert  Table  E-7A,  above,  following  Table  E-7  on  p.  381  of  the  EIR. 

Page  77,  insert  the  paragraph  below,  after  the  first  paragraph: 

"The  cumulative  development  from  the  26  buildings  listed  in  Table  E-7 
on  p.  381  would  total  approximately  9.6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space.    This  amount  of  office  space  would  generate  approximately 
34,000  peak-hour  person  trip  ends.    Additionally,  the  City  has 
identified  proposed  development  that  would  add  further  trip 
generation.    Approximately  7.1  million  sq.  ft.  of  additional  office 
space  has  been  proposed  (see  Table  E-7A)  for  a  total  cumulative 
development  of  about  16.7  million  sq.  ft.    If  approved,  this 
additional  development  would  add  25,000  further  person  trip  ends  to 
the  peak  hour  for  a  total  of  59,000  new  person  trip  ends  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour.    The  project  represents  approximately  ^%  of  the  total 
cumulative  trip  ends." 

Page  77,  insert  the  following  paragraph  after  the  second  paragraph  of  the 
EIR: 
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"The  additional  seven  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  is  not  shown  in 
Table  11.    The  amount  of  vehicular  traffic  from  the  additional  office 
space  would  be  approximately  1.75  times  the  amount  of  the  traffic 
from  the  26  projects  shown  in  Table  E-7  on  p.  381  of  the  EIR.  Actual 
impacts  would  be  less  than  this  as  the  additional  buildings  would  be 
dispersed  over  a  large  area  of  downtown." 

The  sentence  below  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on 
p.  78  of  the  EIR. 

"The  impact  of  the  additional  7.1  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space 
presented  in  Table  E-7A  on  p.  382  would  be  a  lessening  of  the  level 
of  service  at  the  intersections  shown  in  Table  12." 

The  following  has  been  added  after  the  first  full  sentence  on  p.  80  of  the 
EIR. 

"Parking  demand  from  additional  office  space  shown  in  Table  E-7A 
would  be  approximately  1.75  times  the  parking  demand  from  the  26 
buildings  listed  in  Table  E-7.    The  project  would  be  approximately  1% 
of  the  total  cumulative  demand." 

The  paragraph  below  has  been  added  after  the  second  paragraph  under 
"TRANSIT  IMPACTS"  on  p.  83  of  the  EIR. 

"Although  the  transit  analysis  used  a  growth  factor  to  account  for 
non-specified  development,  the  factor  was  not  sufficient  to  account 
for  the  additional  7.1  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  shown  in  Table 
E-7A.    The  growth  factor  used  was  equivalent  to  approximately  2%  of 
the  existing  volumes  on  all  agencies  except  A-C  Transit  where  no 
growth  factor  was  used.    Thus  the  ridership  from  the  growth  factor 
represents  approximately  6%  of  the  ridership  from  the  26  projects 
listed  in  Table  E-7.    The  additional  seven  million  sq.  ft.  of  office 
space  would  increase  the  ridership  over  the  26  buildings  (in 
Table  E-7)  by  1.75  (approximately  1.7  times  the  increment  shown  in 
Table  15).    The  additional  office  space  would  increase  the  load 
factors  shown  in  Table  15  by  approximately  10%.    The  basis  for  the 
Muni  analysis  was  supplied  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  was 
compiled  from  a  list  of  active  projects  in  October  1980. 
Consequently,  some  of  the  projects  may  have  been  duplicated  in  the 
list  shown  in  Table  E-7A  and  therefore  represents  a  worst-case 
analysis ." 

In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has  been 
used  to  estimate  the  transportation  impacts  of  both  the  proposed  project 
and  cumulative  development.    Under  this  type  of  approach,  forecast 
new-building  square  footage  is  the  basis  for  projecting  gross  employment 
increases  and  subsequent  peak-period  travel .    As  demonstrated  in  the 
transportation  sections  of  the  EIRs,  an  estimate  of  new  peak-period  travel 
(distributed  by  mode)  has  been  made  based  solely  upon  the  amount  of  office 
space  projected  to  be  constructed  in  the  downtown  area. 
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An  alternate  type  of  approach  is  to  forecast  travel  demand  based  upon 
regional  projections  of  employment  share.    With  a  sufficiently  detailed 
data  base,  the  share  of  future  employment  for  downtown  San  Francisco  (as  a 
part  of  the  greater  Bay  Area  region)  can  be  projected,  based  directly  upon 
long-range  trends.    The  employment- share  projection  approach  generates  net 
employment  increases  rather  than  gross  employment  increases,  as  the 
projections  are  made  from  a  regional  standpoint  which  assigns  jobs  by 
metropolitan  sector  (area)  and  which  considers  long-term  industry  shifts 
to,  within,  and  away  from  each  area. 

In  May,  1982,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  published  Working  Paper  I, 
Projection  of  Long-range  Transportation  Demand,  which  presents  a  set  of 
scenarios  for  future  transportation  demand  for  downtown  San  Francisco, 
based  upon  the  employment- share  approach.    This  paper  was  prepared  in 
cooperation  with  the  Metropol i tan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  and  the  Municipal  Railway 
(Muni).    Lacking  the  needed  data  from  the  1980  census,  the  City  used 
projections  made  by  ABAG  and  MTC  which  were  based  upon  1975  data.    The  net 
projections  of  employment  for  the  downtown  from  Working  Paper  I  (adjusted 
to  the  year  1984,  the  year  of  San  Francisco  Federal  project  occupancy)  are 
substantially  lower  than  the  gross  cumulative  projections  from  the 
land-use  approach  employed  in  the  transportation  sections  of  this  and 
other  San  Francisco  EIRs.    Because  of  this,  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  has  issued  a  memorandum, 
dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the  subject  of  the  differences  in  the  two 
types  of  approaches,  and  recommending  that  both  approaches  be  used  in 
future  EIRs  'to  give  a  more  balanced  assessment  of  future  peak 
transportation  demand.'    This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available 
from  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor. 
The  memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental  differences  between  the 
two  approaches  and  also  details  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 

The  paragraphs  below  have  been  added  to  p.  83  of  the  EIR,  following  the 
first  added  paragraph  from  p.  63  of  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses. 

"The  land-use  approach  uses  square  footage  of  downtown  office  space 
as  a  basis  for  estimating  peak  transportation  demand;  this  approach 
generally  assumes  that  as  new  office  space  is  constructed,  it  would 
be  occupied.    The  employment- share  approach  uses  a  net  increase  in 
downtown  jobs  as  an5"asis  for  estimating  peak  demand,  and  reflects  job 
loss  as  well  as  additions  to  the  labor  force.    Briefly,  the 
fundamental  differences  between  (and  limitations  of)  the  two 
approaches  are: 

"The  land-use  approach  (as  it  has  been  applied  in  this  EIR)  assumes 
no  loss  of  existing  space  in  the  downtown  area  and,  consequently,  no 
loss  of  employment  from  that  area.    Thus,  all  of  the  travel  from  the 
proposed  office  space  has  been  considered  to  be  an  increment  to  be 
added  to  the  existing  travel  currently  on  the  transportation 
network.    The  employment- share  approach  generates  a  net  increase  in 
employment  in  the  downtown  that  has  taken  account  of  loss  of 
employment  as  industry  and  offices  move  out  of  the  City,  replacement 
of  one  type  of  industry  with  another  (industry  shifts),  and 
replacement  of  existing  office  space  with  new  office  space. 
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"The  land-use  approach  assumes  that  literally  all  of  the  currently 
proposed  development  in  the  downtown  area  (no  matter  where  it  is  in 
the  environmental  review  process)  will  be  constructed  and  fully 
occupied  within  the  time  frame  of  the  (San  Francisco  Federal)  project 
development  and  occupancy.    No  allowance  has  been  made  for 
1 ess-than-100%  occupancy  or  for  proposed  developments  that  are  never 
constructed.    The  employment- share  approach  makes  no  implicit 
assumptions  concerning  occupancy  rates  or  actual  square  footage  of 
development  constructed;  rather,  it  projects  an  employment  share  of 
the  region  based  directly  upon  extrapolation  of  past  trends. 

"In  basic  terms,  the  land-use  approach  identifies  all  potential 
development  within  the  downtown  (regardless  of  the  likelihood  of 
occurrence)  and  adds  the  demands  generated  by  the  development  to  the 
existing  transportation  network,  assuming  that  the  existing  regional 
distribution  of  trips  will  persist.    The  employment-share  approach 
looks  at  the  existing  employment  in  the  downtown,  forecasts  the 
incremental  change  in  employment  based  upon  regional  considerations 
and  past  trends,  and  assigns  the  regional  distribution  of  trips, 
based  on  such  forecasts.    Neither  of  the  two  approaches  has  attempted 
to  project  future  changes  in  modal  split. 

"To  illustrate  the  differences  in  the  two  approaches,  the  following 
table  shows  the  total  employment  projections  by  the  two  methods  (and 
the  project's  share  thereof),  the  regional  distributions  of  trips, 
and  Muni's  share  of  the  new  transit  travel  (and  the  project's  share 
thereof) . 

"As  shown  in  the  table,  the  employment-share  approach  generates  about 
60%  fewer  employees  in  the  downtown  and  about  60%  fewer  riders  on  the 
Muni  than  does  the  land-use  approach.    The  employment- share  approach 
would  thus  reduce  the  transit  demand  impacts  discussed  in  the  first 
added  paragraph  on  p.  83  of  the  EIR  (as  specified  on  p.  63  of  the 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses).    Consequently,  the  land-use 
approach  can  be  considered  to  be  a  'worst  case'  analysis  for  Muni. 
Simil ar  conclusions  can  be  drawn  for  the  other  transit  agencies. 

"Several  considerations  concerning  both  of  the  methods  need  to  be 
discussed.    The  land-use  method,  as  it  has  been  applied  in  San 
Francisco  EIR's,  analyzes  impacts  for  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  whereas  the 
employment- share  method  analyzes  the  a.m.  peak.    Several  reasons 
exist  as  to  why  one  peak  (or  the  other)  may  be  the  better  one  to 
analyze. 

"First,  the  p.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  to  analyze,  in  that  actual 
observation  shows  that  the  p.m.  peak  has  a  greater  overall  effect  on 
the  local  street  network  and  transit  system  in  the  downtown  area  than 
does  the  a.m.  peak,  as  more  travel  takes  place  during  the  p.m.  peak. 
Also,  transit  service  is  more  inclined  to  differ  from  scheduled  times 
during  the  p.m.  peak  than  during  the  a.m.  peak,  as  operational  delays 
have  had  an  8-to-lO-hour  period  over  which  to  accumulate.  Finally, 
the  on-ramps  to  the  freeway/ bridge  system  are  greater  bottlenecks  (in 
the  p.m.  peak)  than  are  the  off -ramps  (in  the  a.m.  peak). 
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TABLE  13a:         COMPARISONS  OF  LAND-USE  AND  EMPLOYMENT  SHARE  APPROACHES 

FOR  LATE  1984  (TIME  OF  OCCUPANCY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL 
PROJECT) 


Downtown 

Employment  Project  Regional    Trip  Share  Muni  Peak-hour  Project 
Approach       Increase    Share*    S.F.  Pen.  E.B.    N.B.    Incresee***  Share** 


Land  Use  73,600       0.7%      49%    16%     24%    11%         16,700  0.7% 

Empl.  Share#    31,700       1.7%##    50-    19%     17-    10%  7,300###  1.5% 

(maximum)  54%  21% 

NOTE:    As  explained  in  the  text  above,  comparisons  between  the  entries 
for  the  two  approaches  must  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the 
land-use  approach  reflects  gross  increases  in  employment  and  transit 
demand,  while  the  employment- share  approach  reflects  net  increases 
therein.    The  differences  among  the  regional  trip  share  figures  reflect 
these  and  the  other  differences  between  the  two  approaches. 

*  Employment  generated  by  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  project,  as 
a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown-employment  increase. 

**  Muni  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal 
project,  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown  Muni  peak-hour  increase. 
***  The  Muni  peak-hour  increase  is  a  demand  projection  (based  upon 
existing  and  long-term  employment  trends)  that  is  not  dependent  upon 
available  or  expected  transit  capacity. 

#  These  figures,  representing  the  worst-case  analysis  under  the 
employment-share  approach,  have  been  adjusted  to  the  year  1984,  the 
expected  date  of  occupancy  of  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  project, 
from  the  OER  memorandum's  1990  figures,  reviewed  and  accepted  by  MTC, 
ABAG  and  Muni.    The  (backward)  adjustment  is  based  on  a  (compounded) 
10%-per-year  growth  in  office  space.    (The  OER  memorandum  forecasts,  for 
1990,  a  downtown  employment  increase  of  56,100  and  a  resulting  Muni 
peak-hour  increase  of  12,900  trips.    Note  that  the  land-use-approach 
entries  assume  that  an  additional  18  million  square  feet  of  office  space 
will  come  on  line  by  the  late  1984. 

##  Implies  that  the  San  Francisco  Federal  would  be  one  of  an  average  of 
about  35  projects,  of  approximately  the  same  size,  coming  on  line  by  late 
1984. 

###  Also  takes  into  account  reductions  in  demand  due  to  shift  work  and 
absenteeism.    Based  on  54%  regional  trip  split  to  San  Francisco 
(worst-case) . 


"Conversely,  the  peaking  characteristics  of  the  a.m.  peak  may  be  more 
useful  in  that  they  are  much  sharper  than  those  of  the  p.m.  peak 
(i.e.,  a  greater  percentage  of  the  peak-period  travel  occurs  during  a 
single  hour).    Also,  as  a  result  of  the  bridge  system  into  San 
Francisco,  travel  inbound  into  the  City  is  much  easier  to  document, 
as  vehicles  must  pass  through  the  toll  booths  on  the  Golden  Gate  and 
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Bay  Bridges.    Finally,  a  greater  proportion  of  the  travel  occurring 
during  the  a.m.  peak  is  employment-related;  the  p.m.  peak  includes 
shopping  and  pleasure  trips. 

"The  land-use  approach,  as  it  has  been  used  in  this  EIR,  examines  the 
p.m.  peak  because  it  has  been  observed  to  be  the  worst  case  for 
congestion  on  City  streets.    The  analytical  approach  does  not  reflect 
the  spreading  of  the  p.m.  peak  that  is  currently  occurring,  as  all  of 
the  new  trips  have  been  assumed  to  take  place  in  one  single  hour. 

"One  of  the  major  points  about  the  land-use  approach  is  that  it  has 
not  accurately  considered  a  net  change  in  the  amount  of  office  space 
in  the  downtown,  as  all  of  the  proposed  development  has  been  added  to 
the  existing.    With  more  and  more  existing  office  space  being 
replaced  by  new  office  space  as  construction  occurs  in  the  downtown, 
the  effect  of  continually  adding  new  space  in  the  analysis  without 
subtracting  lost  space  is  becoming  an  important  factor.    The  land-use 
analysis  assumes  all  new  office  space  is  fully  occupied.  The 
assumption  of  a  functional  vacancy  rate  of  5%  is  not  uncommon  (OER 
Memorandum,  July  2,  1982,  page  2,  available  for  public  review  at  450 
McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor).    With  20  million  square  feet  of  new 
office  space  assumed  in  the  land-use  analysis  to  be  occupied  by  late 
1984,  this  5%  would  amount  to  approximately  1  million  square  feet, 
leading  to  4000  employees  (at  250  square  feet  per  employee),  the  Muni 
share  of  which  would  be  about  900  riders  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  This 
adjustment  alone  would  reduce  Muni  peak-hour  impacts  by  about  900 
riders  in  the  cumulative  analysis  stated  above. 

"The  land-use  approach  calculations  have  assumed  transit  capacity  to 
be  fixed  at  existing  levels.    The  OER  memorandum  points  out:  It 
should  be  recognized  that  transportation  is  a  more  'elastic'  resource 
with  many  options  for  expansion  including  increasing  existing 
capacity  by  using  articulated  vehicles,  expanded  car  pool  and  van 
pool  programs  and  increasing  the  peak  commuter  period  through 
flex-time  programs,  among  others.'    (end  of  EIR  text  insert) 

The  employment- share  analysis  has  based  its  projections  upon  long-term 
tren'STT    If  future  office  development  does  not  occur  along  the  lines  of 
the  past  long-term  trends,  then  the  projections  made  in  Working  Paper  I 
would  be  revised.    The  average  annual  growth  during  the  period  1965-1980 
was  less  than  the  growth  per  year  proposed,  approved,  or  under 
construction,  for  the  period  1980  to  1984.    The  empl oyment- share  approach 
assumes  average  growth  through  1990  would  be  at  the  lower  historic  rate, 
reflecting  a  slowdown  in  the  second  half  of  the  decade  (due  to  changing 
business  conditions)  from  the  1980-1984  rates. 

As  no  way  exists  to  forecast  how  the  current  decade's  cycle  of  development 
may  differ  from  past  development,  no  judgment  of  the  applicability  of 
results  from  Working  Paper  I  may  be  made  at  this  time.    Consequently,  this 
EIR  has  retained  the  land-use  approach  and  attempted  in  this  response  to 
integrate  the  empl oyment- share  approach.    Both  methods  should  be  looked 
upon  as  describing  potential  scenarios  of  future  conditions." 
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Add  the  following  paragraph  to  p.  91  of  the  EIR,  preceding  the  last 
paragraph. 

"Roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  analysis  was  carried  out  for 
worst-case  meteorology  and  dispersion  conditions  for  road  segments. 
Cumulative  development  (including  those  projects  listed  in  Table  E-7 
and  E-7A)  would  result  in  violations  of  air-quality  standards  on 
three  of  the  six  road  segments  analyzed  in  Table  18.    The  eight-hour 
standard  for  roadside  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  of  nine  parts  per  million 
(ppm)  would  be  exceeded  on  Third  (between  Folsom  and  Howard),  Fourth 
(between  Folsom  and  Bryant),  and  Main  (between  Market  and  Mission). 
These  violations  would  occur  less  than  5%  of  the  time  because  the 
worst-case  meteorological  conditions  on  which  this  analysis  is  based 
would  occur  less  than  5%  of  the  time.    Standards  violations  would  not 
occur  on  the  other  three  road  segments  analyzed.    The  project  would 
result  in  an  increase  (1%)  of  the  8-hour  average  on  Third  and  have  a 
negligible  effect  on  other  road  segments  analyzed.  Assuming 
worst-case  meteorological  and  traffic  conditions,  and  a  full  buildout 
of  projects  listed  in  Tables  E-7  and  E-7A  violations  of  the  one-hour 
standard  of  35  ppm  would  occur  on  Fourth  and  Main.    However  assuming 
emission  factors  continue  to  be  reduced  due  to  increased  vehicle 
fleet  efficiency,  these  violations  would  not  be  predicted  to  occur 
after  1985.    In  actuality,  the  worst-case  meteorological  conditions 
used  in  the  model  would  be  expected  to  occur  during  clear  cold  winter 
evenings.    These  conditions  would  not  coincide  with  the  traffic  from 
cumulative  development  and  therefore  actual  one-hour  standard 
violations  would  not  be  expected  to  occur.    The  project  would 
increase  the  one-hour  average  values  for  roadside  carbon  monoxide 
ranging  from  0.5%  to  1.0%  on  the  six  road  segments  analyzed." 

Gross  sq.  ft.  completed  through  1980  as  shown  in  Table  D-1,  p.  369, 
Column  1,  includes  all  major  office  buildings  completed  in  San  Francisco 
since  1959,  plus  the  base  amount  of  office  space  measured  before  that 
time,  all  listed  on  various  Department  of  City  Planning  records.  The 
names  and  sizes  of  the  buildings  are  not  relevant  to  the  environmental 
analyses  performed  for  this  DEIR.    The  buildings  are  all  occupied  and 
included  in  the  baseline  measurements  made  for  this  DEIR.    These  baseline 
measurements  are  not  based  on  square  footages  shown  on  Table  D-1  but  on 
actual  counts  (e.g.  traffic  on  city  streets)  or  instrument  measurements 
(e.g.  air  quality)  and  take  into  account  activities  resulting  from 
existing  occupied  office  space. 

Projects  included  in  the  portion  of  Table  D-1,  Column  1,  labeled 
"approved"  and  "under  construction  82-84"  are  listed  in  appendices  to  the 
December  18,  1981,  memorandum  from  Dean  Maoris  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission.    These  two  lists  are  included  on  the  following  tables,  added 
to  the  EIR  on  pp.  370-371  as  Tables  D-IA  and  D-IB. 
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TABLE  D-IA:      MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDINGS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  AS  OF  NOVEMBER,  1981 


Assessor ' s 

Project 

UT  T 1  Cc 

0  1  OCK 

Name 

Vbross  oQ 

164 

936  Montgomery 

2b ,OUU 

lb/ 

Golden  Gateway  III 

lr\r\  r\r\r\ 

100,000 

Ido 

Golden  Gateway  li 

if\r\  nan 
lOU ,UUU 

O  O  "7 

237 

353  Sacramento  at  Battery  (DAON) 

287 ,000 

263 

101  California 

1,300,000 

288 

101  Montgomery 

278,000 

urocKer  iNationai  oanK 

/ /u ,uuu 

312 

50  Grant  (Ransohof's) 

90,000 

762 

Opera  Plaza 

50,000 

3708 

25  Jessie/Ecker  Square 

111,000 

3709 

Five  Fremont  Center 

843,000 

3712 

Federal  Reserve  Bank 

653,000 

3718 

Pacific  Gateway/Mission  &  Main 

548,000 

3735 

Gift  Mart/Convention  Plaza 

340,000 

4991 

S.F.  Executive  Park  II 

105,000 

TOTAL 

5,600,000 

.  Ft.) 


SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 
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TABLE  D-IB:    MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDINGS  APPROVED  AS  OF  NOVEMBER,  1981 


Assessor ' s 

Project 

Oft  ice 

Block 

Name 

(Gross  Sq 

161 

Mirawa  Center/Grant  and  Pacific 

84,000 

163 

901  Montgomery 

82,000 

166 

222  Front  at  Pacific  (C) 

141 ,000 

156 

750  Battery 

105,000 

239 

456  Montgomery 

223,000 

240 

550  Kearny  (addition) 

71,000 

271 

453  Grant  -  KHC  Plaza 

3/ ,000 

289 

One  Sansome  (Citicorp) 

610,000 

351 

50  UN  Plaza 

60,000 

3702 

1155  Market  at  8th 

144,000 

3705 

Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart 

332,000 

3715 

141  Steuart 

80,000 

3717 

101  Mission  at  Spear 

214,000 

3738 

315  Howard 

389 ,000 

3803 

China  Basin  Expansion 

196,000 

4991 

S.F.  Executive  Park  III 

345,000 

TOTAL 

3,113,000 

.  Ft.) 


SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 
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TRANSPORTATION,  PARKING,  AND  CIRCULATION 


COMMENT 

"Page  41,  again,  the  parking  diagram  needs  to  be  looked  at.    I  think  that  the 
whole  YBC  area  right  now  where  people  have  temporary  parking  is  included  as  a 
parking  resource.    We  all  know  that  open  space  parking  is  planned  for 
development.    The  footnote  No.  4  on  p.  45  does  not  seem  to  agree  with  that 
diagram."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Figure  12  has  been  revised  to  indicate  those  sites  which  are  now 
undergoing  environmental  review  (see  p.  268),  including  the  Verba  Buena 
Center  area.    As  stated  in  footnote  4  on  p.  45  of  the  DEIR,  the  parking 
survey  was  conducted  on  November  5,  6,  7,  10,  13,  and  17,  1980  and  January 
20-23,  and  26,  1981.    The  parking  supply  is  affected  by  City  policies 
regarding  transportation  and  land  use.    As  new  developments  are  approved 
on  sites  now  used  for  parking,  the  number  of  parking  spaces  in  the  survey 
area  may  be  expected  to  decrease.    The  conclusions  of  the  parking  survey 
done  for  this  EIR,  that  there  is  great  demand  for  and  high  occupancy  of 
available  spaces,  remains  valid  regardless  of  changes  in  the  actual  number 
of  spaces  which  may  have  occurred  since  the  survey  was  completed. 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  75,  there  is  a  ...problem  around  Kearny  Street  because  of  the 
construction  around  Crocker  Bank.    Those  streets  are  torn  up.    Kearny  Street, 
in  the  middle  of  the  night,  around  Market  Street  and  north,  there's  entire 
lanes  that  --  all  those  metal  plates  get  taken  up.    It's  difficult  after 
six  o'clock,  and  there's  still  a  lot  of  people  downtown  in  the  retail  district 
at  six  o'clock,  traffic  backs  up  on  Post  Street  all  the  way  through  Stockton 
Street  routinely  because  of  Kearny  Street  problems.    And  you're  just  going  to 
perpetuate  those  problems  for  some  more  years  for  the  people  in  the  retail 
district  as  well  as  the  people  who  try  and  get  home  that  live  in  North  Beach 
and  try  and  use  the  downtown  streets."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Traffic  on  Kearny  St.  is  presently  restricted  due  to  the  construction  of 
the  Crocker  Bank  Headquarters.    As  stated  in  line  five  on  p.  75  of  the 
EIR,  "Completion  of  the  Crocker  Tower  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  is  estimated 
for  about  mid-1982,  which  would  be  prior  to  the  scheduled  start  of 
construction  for  the  proposed  project."    Assuming  project  approval  by  mid 
1982,  project  construction  would  extend  construction  traffic  impacts  on 
Kearny  St.  from  late  1982  through  mid  1984.    Several  mitigation  measures 
have  been  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project  to  minimize 
project-related  construction  impacts  (see  pp.  105a-106  of  the  EIR).  In 
addition  to  the  project,  it  is  possible  that  future  construction  of 
buildings  proposed  on  or  near  Kearny  St.  would  also  lengthen  the 
interruption  of  circulation  on  Kearny  St.    Projects  proposed  for 
construction  in  the  project  vicinity  include  222  Kearny  St.,  580 
California  St.,  and  333  Bush  St.  projects.    Coordination  of  surface 
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Study  Area  Boundary 
Off-Street  Commercial  Parking 
Parking  on  Sites  of  Proposed  Projects 


FIGURE  12:  Parking  Locations 
in  the  Survey  Area 

SOURCE:    TJKM,  Transport  at  ion 
Consultants 
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traffic  and  pedestrian  circulation  is  a  responsibility  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Works,  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering.    Use  of  sidewalk  and 
street  areas  is  described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  76,  78,  and  86. 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  86,  pedestrian.    The  paragraph  right  above  the  notes  is  not  in  plain 
English,  and  it  should  be  put  in  plain  English.    When  you  are  talking  about 
pedestrian  interfaces,  I  mean,  I  know  they  are  trying  to  say  something.  They 
are  trying  to  say  people  are  going  to  jaywalk  and  people  are  going  to  be  in 
accidents  and  people  illegally  --  I  mean.  Maiden  Lane  is  a  great  place  to 
jaywalk  from.    How  are  we  going  to  accommodate  that?    I  would  like  some  plain 
English  talk  about  how  people  walk  around  that  area.    Kearny  Street  is  a  good 
pedestrian  street.    It  is  nice  and  broad,  gives  sunlight  right  now,  and  it  has 
fairly  broad,  unobstructed  sidewalks.    People  use  Kearny  Street  to  walk  back 
and  forth  rather  than  Montgomery  Street,  because  Montgomery  Street  is  a  lot 
more  jammed.    Talk  about  pedestrian  impacts  in  plain  language."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Pedestrian  movement  and  existing  flow  regimes  are  discussed  in  the  EIR  on 
pp.  41-43.    Impacts  are  covered  in  the  EIR  on  p.  86.    Revise  the  last 
sentence  of  the  last  full  paragraph  on  p.  86  to  read  "The  placement  of  a 
public  entrance  alcove  opposite  Maiden  Lane  would  increase  the  likelihood 
of  pedestrians  jaywalking  across  Kearny  St..    Accidents  involving 
pedestrians  could  increase  at  these  locations  due  to  increased  volumes  of 
vehicular  or  pedestrian  traffic  at  the  Maiden  Land/Kearny  St. 
intersection."    A  mitigation  measure  has  been  included  in  the  project  to 
prevent  jaywalking  from  Maiden  Lane  to  the  project  site  (see  second 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  106  of  the  EIR).    The  phrase  "illegal  midblock 
crossing"  has  been  deleted  and  replaced  in  the  EIR  with  the  word 
"jaywalking"  in  this  mitigation  measure. 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  78,  again,  you  are  not  looking  at  regional  traffic  impacts.    There  is 
a  lot  more  to  the  way  people  get  into  town  than  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  the 
Bay  Bridge,  101  and  280.    And  we  put  immense  pressures  on  those  that  aren't 
even  picked  up  in  the  EIRs,  that  people  don't  appear  magically  on  the  bridge; 
they  come  down  Highway  1,  they  come  down  the  Nimitz  and  all  of  those  East  Bay 
freeways  with  all  of  those  80  numbers.    They  back  up  to  where  they  live  in 
San  Ramon  and  Castro  Valley  and  all  of  those  strange  places  because  there's  no 
housing  available.    What  kind  of  traffic  demands  are  we  putting  on  those 
streets?"    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Major  routes  into  San  Francisco  are  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  the  Bay 
Bridge,  U.  S.  Highway  101  and  Interstate  280.    These  routes  carry  the 
majority  of  traffic  into  and  out  of  the  City.    Development  in  San 
Francisco  would  also  add  to  traffic  on  these  and  other  regional  highways 
including  State  Highways  1  and  17  and  Interstate  580.  Cumulative 
development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  could  impact  traffic  conditions  on 
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these  routes.    The  actual  number  and  distribution  of  vehicles  generated  by 
cumulative  development  on  these  routes  cannot  be  reliably  quantified.  It 
is  dependent,  in  large  part,  on  where  in  the  Bay  Area  housing  is  built. 
The  project  by  itself  would  add  insignificant  volumes  to  these  routes. 
For  example,  the  Nimitz  Freeway  (State  Highway  17)  carries  about  11,000  to 
16,000  vehicles  during  the  peak  hour  through  Oakland  (Caltrans,  1980 
Traffic  Volumes  on  California  State  Highways).    Even  under  worst  case 
conditions,  which  assume  that  all  project-generated  vehicle  trips  outside 
of  San  Francisco  would  travel  this  road,  the  project  would  only  add  about 
150  vehicles  to  this  volume  (about  1%  total  peak-hour  volumes). 

Add  the  following  sentence  to  the  end  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on 
p.  77a  of  the  EIR: 

"The  project  would  also  result  in  an  imperceptible  lessening  of  the 
Level  of  Service  of  traffic  operation  on  the  regional  highway  system." 

COMMENT 

"Page  78.    When  do  we  start  going  to  some  other  level  than  F  on  traffic? 
Mission  and  Beale  is  already  jammed  without  this  project.    It  is  F,  and  it  is 
jammed.    We've  got  to  start  hearing  what  "jammed"  means  in  terms  of  time,  in 
terms  of  delays,  in  terms  of  pollution,  in  terms  of  what  the  reality  of  those 
intersections  is  going  to  be.    Maybe  people  will  be  there  for  a  half  an  hour 
if  we  just  keep  going  and  going  and  going."    (Commissioner  Bierman)  . 

RESPONSE 

The  concept  of  Level  of  Service  is  based  on  measured  relationships  between 
travel  speed  and  traffic  flow.    Level  of  Service  E  (capacity)  represents 
the  maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  through  an  intersection. 
Level  of  Service  F  describes  forced  flow  operation  at  low  speeds  where 
volumes  are  below  capacity.    These  conditions  usually  result  from  queues 
of  vehicles  backing  up  from  restrictions  downstream.    The  intersection 
under  study  would  serve  as  a  storage  area  during  parts  of  the  peak  hour. 
Speeds  are  reduced  substantially  and  stoppages  may  occur  for  short  or  long 
periods  of  time  because  of  downstream  congestion.    In  the  extreme,  both 
speed  and  volume  can  drop  to  zero.    Level  of  Service  F  is  the  label  given 
to  the  range  of  speed-flow  relationships  that  cannot  be  adequately 
measured  as  a  result  of  the  physical  system  breaking  down.    The  Level  of 
Service  scale  actually  ends  at  Level  of  Service  E  because  the  physical 
system  (i.e.  the  intersection  or  street  section)  cannot  exceed  capacity. 
Consequently,  Level  of  Service  F  is  not  the  next  step  in  the  Level  of 
Service  scale  but  rather  is  used  to  describe  the  entire  range  of  jammed 
conditions . 

As  used  in  this  report  to  describe  the  impact  of  projected  traffic  volumes 
at  intersections,  service  level  "F"  refers  to  a  condition  in  which  the 
demand  for  travel  through  an  intersection  exceeds  its  capacity.  The 
potential  result  is  long  lines  of  vehicles,  growing  throughout  the  peak 
hour.    The  severity  of  the  problem  is  indicated  by  the  extent  to  which  the 
numbers  in  Table  12  on  p.  79  of  the  EIR  exceed  1.00  (occurring  only  at 
Mission  and  Beale).    However,  drivers  have  alternatives  to  the  tolerance 
of  prolonged  delays,  such  as  the  selection  of  alternative  routes  or  modes 
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of  travel.    The  extent  to  which  delays  would  occur  is,  therefore,  not 
easily  quantifiable.    Note  also  that  Table  12  lists  only  the  worst 
condition,  generally,  for  vehicle  turning  movements  impeded  by  pedestrian 
traffic  in  crosswalks.    Through  traffic  would  typically  proceed  under 
better  conditions. 


AIR  QUALITY 


COMMENT 

"It  is  imperative  that  a  measurement  of  air  pollution  be  obtained  at  the 
proposed  building  site,  stating  the  current  level  of  air  pollution,  the 
proposed  level  of  air  pollution,  given  an  increase  in  traffic  resultant  from 
the  influx  of  more  office  workers  into  the  area.    The  current  sites  of  air 
pollution  measurement  cannot  accurately  reflect  the  level  of  pollution  at  the 
building  site.    Until  such  time  as  an  accurate -pol luti on  measure  can  be 
obtained  at  the  building  site,  all  further  consideration  of  this  project 
should  be  suspended."    (Steven  Bates) 

RESPONSE 

The  air  quality  analysis  presented  on  pp.  88-92  of  the  EIR  is  based  on 
estimates  of  the  worst-case  air  quality  conditions  that  could  reasonably 
be  expected  to  occur.    The  background  carbon  monoxide  concentration 
assumed  for  this  estimate  is  a  three-year  average  of  the  second-highest 
value  recorded  at  the  900  23rd  Street  BAAQMD  monitoring  station.  Data 
from  this  station  is  assumed  to  be  representative  of  background 
concentrations  in  the  downtown  area  (Sally  Freedman,  Planner,  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District,  telephone  conversation.  May  18,  1982).  Use 
of  the  three-year  average  avoids  short-term  weather-induced  fluctuations, 
and  the  use  of  second-highest  values  produces  an  assumed  background 
concentration  much  higher  than  average  background  values.  The 
meteorological  conditions  assumed  for  the  worst-case  analysis,  a 
combination  of  low  wind  speed,  neutral  atmospheric  stability,  and  overcast 
conditions  are  the  worst  conditions  that  could  occur  for  carbon  monoxide. 
The  assumed  vehicle  volume  is  the  peak  value  determined  on  pp.  76-77a  of 
the  EIR.    The  resulting  worst-case  situation  has  a  very  low  probability. 

Furtnermore,  air  pollutants  measurements  at  the  site  would  need  to  be 
taken  for  three  years  to  provide  background  values  reasonably  free  of 
short-term,  weather-induced  fluctuations.    Measurements  taken  over  shorter 
periods  could  be  correlated  with  BAAQMD  data  to  increase  their  validity. 
Values  are  not  expected  to  differ  substantially  from  BAAQMD  data. 
Monitoring  of  street-level  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  Washington 
and  Battery  Sts.,  a  known  carbon  monoxide  "hotspot",  in  1979  and  1980,  and 
at  100  Harrison  St.  in  1980  and  1981,  indicate  that  background 
concentrations  in  downtown  "hotspots"  do  not  differ  substantially  from 
measurements  made  at  900  23rd  St.    ("Summary  of  1979/80  CO  Hotspot 
Monitoring  Program,"  BAAQMD,  June  1980  and  "Summary  of  1980/81  CO  Hotspot 
Monitoring  Program,"  BAAQMD,  1982). 
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COMMENT 

"...I'm  a  little  nervous  about  the  Commission's  decision  in  the  last  project 
approval  to  totally  change  the  orientation  of  the  air  quality  section  in  the 
air  quality  conclusions,  and  would  like,  before  that  is  sprung  on  us  at  the 
hearing,  if  there  is  any  thought  at  all  of  finding  no  significant  air 
pollution  impact,  I  would  like  a  justification  in  the  record  from  the 
Department  as  to  the  basis  for  their  calculations,  the  basis  for  their  feeling 
that  the  air  quality  is  getting  better  in  the  City,  and,  in  particular,  the 
components  of  that  assumption.    How  much  of  that  is  assumed  on  Federal  air 
quality  standards  being  maintained  in  Washington?    How  much  of  that  is  assumed 
on  automobiles  being  upgraded  to  new  models  with  pollution  control  standards? 
How  much  of  that  is  vulnerable  to  Anne  Gorsuch  and  James  Watt  and 
Ronald  Reagan  and  a  Republican  Senate  changing  the  rules?    Because  I  think 
what  you  did  on  the  last  EIR  you  approved,  where  you  all  of  a  sudden  took  the 
air  quality  impacts  out,  is  that  you  made  some  real  blatant  conclusions 
without  having  any  underlying  facts.    And  if  there  is  any  shred  of  possibility 
that  you're  going  to  pull  back  from  finding  of  air  quality  impacts,  I  want 
chapter  and  verse  of  the  assumptions. 

"For  example,  there  seems  to  be  fewer  cars  being. . .bought  these  days,  in  part 
because  of  the  recession.    If  there  is  a  slowdown  in  people  trading  up  to  cars 
with  air  pollution  standards,  that  may  very  well  affect  air  quality.    I  would 
like  to  know  all  of  the  presumptions  in  the  new  assumption  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  that  our  air  quality  is  so  great  that  we  can  (approve)  all  of 
these  buildings  and  there's  no  impact  on  air  pollution."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

The  project's  construction-related  and  operational  impacts  on  local  and 
regional  air  quality  are  described  on  pp.  88-92  of  the  EIR.  Estimated 
emission  from  project  operation  are  summarized  in  Table  17,  p.  90  and 
estimated  worst-case  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  curbside  on 
heavily-traveled  streets  carrying  project  traffic  are  presented  in 
Table  18,  p.  91.    The  air  quality  analysis  on  p.  89  of  the  EIR  concluded 
that  dust  emitted  during  construction  could  cause  violations  of  the  State 
24-hour  total  suspended  particulate  standard  of  100  micrograms  per  cubic 
meter.    However  project  operation  would  not  cause  any  state  or  federal 
standards  to  be  violated.    The  DEIR  stated  (p.  90)  that  cumulative 
development  (including  the  proposed  project)  would  prevent  attainment  of 
the  Federal  eight-hour  carbon  monoxide  standard  of  9  ppm  on  Third  St. 
between  Folsom  and  Howard  Sts. 

Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  presented  in  the  DEIR  were  estimated 
according  to  the  BAAQMD's  1975  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis 
of  Projects.    This  method  determines  peak  carbon  monoxide  concentrations 
under  worst-case  meteorological  conditions  that  occur  only  during  the 
winter.    Project  emissions  were  calculated  from  emissions  factors 
projections  developed  by  the  California  Air  Resources  Board  (EMFAC  -6C 
Motor  Vehicle  Emission  Rates)  and  the  EPA  (compilation  of  Air  Pollutant 
Emission  Factors,  AP-42  Third  Edition,  1977).    The  EMFAC-6C  projected 
emission  rates  for  vehicles  are  available  for  1980  and  1985;  the  1984 
emissions  rates  used  for  the  DEIR  were  interpolated  from  these  years. 
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The  EMFAC-6C  vehicular  emission  factors  are  based  on  assumed  future 
vehicle  fleet  mix,  increased  fuel  efficiencies,  and  more  stringent 
emission  control  devices.    The  emission  factors  assume  a  reduction  of 
about  30%  in  carbon  monoxide  emissions  per  vehicle  mile  traveled  between 
1980  and  1985,  at  speeds  ranging  from  15  to  35  mph.    If  the  vehicle  fleet 
replacement  rate  slows,  emissions  rates  may  be  higher  than  those  used  in 
the  analysis . 

Changes  in  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act,  or  the  State  Implementation  Plan 
required  under  its  1977  amendments,  could  prevent  achievement  of  the 
projected  emissions  reductions.    The  State  of  California,  however,  has 
established  air  quality  standards  and  vehicular  emissions  limitations 
separate  from,  and  in  some  cases  more  stringent  than,  federal  standards. 
These  would  remain  in  effect  in  the  absence  of  Federal  standards. 

The  basis  for  the  City's  assumption  that  air  quality  impacts  are  not 
significant  is  because  the  air  quality  analyses  presented  in  recent  EIRs 
have  consistently  shown  that  air  quality  effects  from  individual  projects 
do  not  result  in  violations  of  the  state  and  federal  air  quality 
standards.    Analyses  of  cumulative  effects  seldom  demonstrate  that 
standards  are  likely  to  be  violated.    The  City  recognizes  that  the 
analyses  presented  in  past  EIRs  are  based  on  state  and  federal  projections 
of  reduced  vehicular  emissions  mandated  by  law. 


ENERGY 


COMMENTS 

"Even  though  the  sponsor  intends  to  exceed  substantially  state  standards,  I 
suggest  the  sponsor  also  attempt  to  design  a  lighting  level  of  no  more  than  2 
watts  per  square  foot.    This  would  necessitate  a  daylighting  strategy,  which 
appears  to  be  compatible  with  the  building  design, 

"Metering  is  especially  important,  since  it  is  the  best  way  to  allocate  energy 
costs  among  tenants.    The  sponsor  should  incorporate  floor-by-floor  metering 
if  multiple  tenants  are  contemplated. 

"All  of  the  'Measures  Under  Consideration'  (page  110-111)  are  good  ones  and 
should  be  incorporated  into  the  project."    (Flint  Nelson) 

RESPONSE 

Add  the  following  to  ENERGY:    MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT, 
p.  110. 

"Where  feasibile,  project  lighting  would  be  designed  for  lighting 
levels  of  not  more  than  two  watts  per  sq.  ft." 

Add  the  following  under  MEASURES  REJECTED,  p.  Ill  of  the  EIR: 

The  project  design  could  incorporate  floor-by-floor  metering  so  that 
energy  costs  could  be  allocated  among  tenants  according  to  usage. 
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This  would  be  done  either  by  installing  a  separate  sub-meter  on  each 
floor,  or  by  running  separate  service  to  each  floor  from  a  central 
metering  board. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  floor-by-floor  metering  by  either 
method.    Submetering,  where  it  is  shown  to  be  impractical,  is 
prohibited  by  Rule  18  of  the  California  PUC  Rules  and  Regulations, 
"Supply  to  Separate  Premises  and  Submetering  of  Electric  Energy." 
The  project  sponsor  believes  that  the  complexity  of  measuring  use  and 
billing  each  tenant  according  to  commercial  rate  schedules  renders 
this  method  impractical.    Locating  meters  on  the  main  floor  with 
individual  service  lines  running  to  each  floor  would  greatly  increase 
the  amount  of  electrical  conduit  required.    This  would  be  an 
inefficient  use  of  materials  and  building  floor  area;  the  benefits  in 
reduced  energy  consumption  that  would  result  from  this  practice  have 
not  been  documented  for  commercial  highrise  buildings. 

All  energy  mitigation  measures  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor 
(on  pp.  UO-llla  of  the  EIR)  will  be  evaluated  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  during  their  discretionary  review  of  the  project.    Some  or  all 
of  those  measures  could  be  required  of  the  sponsor  by  the  Planning 
Commission  as  a  condition  of  final  project  approval. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES 


COMMENT 

"One  of  the  things  I  find  lacking  in  here  is  a  clear  explanation  of  mitigation 
measures.    And  what  I  ask  in  the  end  of  the  summary  of  comments  and  responses 
is  a  one-place  explanation  of  all  of  the  mitigation  measures  that  have  been 
considered  and  which  ones  have  been  rejected,  which  ones  of  them  are  subject 
to  negotiation.    It  is  very  difficult  to  figure  that  out  when  you  start  having 
comments  and  responses  and  you  start  getting  mitigation  measures  on  Page  23  of 
a  comment  and  response,  and  try  and  figure  out  in  summary  what  are  all  the 
mitigation  measures.    So  I  would  like  in  the  end  of  the  summary  of  comments 
and  responses  a  clear  statement  of  all  the  mitigation  measures  that  have  been 
considered  and  their  status."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Section  15016  of  CEQA  generally  encourages  reduction  in  the  length  and 
repitiveness  of  EIRs.    To  meet  this  intent,  the  64  mitigation  measures 
which  are  listed  on  pp.  101-113  of  the  DEIR  have  not  been  repeated  in  this 
Response  to  Comments  document.    New  mitigation  measures  or  measures  which 
have  been  modified  or  deleted  as  a  result  of  comments  on  the  DEIR  are 
contained  throughout  this  document  and  are  presented  below.  The 
mitigation  measures  and  discussion  below,  combined  with  the  measures 
listed  on  pp. 101-1 13  of  the  DEIR,  represent  all  mitigation  measures  which 
have  been  proposed,  placed  under  consideration,  or  rejected  by  the  project 
sponsor. 
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LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 
MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

To  help  retain  the  existing  character  of  eating  establishments  at  the 
project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  consider  giving  first  leasing 
priority  to  Sutter's  Mill  and  the  Club  House,  should  either  establishment 
wish  to  continue  business  on  the  project  site.    If  Sutter's  Mill  nor  the 
Club  House  wish  to  relocate  at  the  site,  the  sponsor  would  give 
preferential  leasing  consideration  to  restaurant  applicants. 
Implementation  of  this  mitigation  would  depend  on  whether  either  of  the 
two  existing  restaurants  could  afford  to  pay  higher  per  sq.  ft.  rent  that 
would  be  higher  than  current  rents  at  the  project  site.    For  Sutter's 
Mill,  implementation  would  also  depend  on  whether  it  would  be  willing  to 
decrease  its  restaurant  space  from  8,200  sq.  ft.  to  1  ,600  sq.  ft." 

CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

Design  features  would  be  incorporated  into  the  exterior  of  the  ramp  and 
loading  area  to  minimize  the  visual  effects  of  the  curb  cut  and  ramp 
entrance  on  the  Mechanic's  Institute. 

MEASURES  REJECTED 

To  fully  address  Resolution  No.  9240,  the  proposed  development  would  have 
to  retain  the  full  structures  of  the  Maskey  and  60  Kearny  St.  Building. 
The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  retaining  both  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building 
and  Maskey  Building  because,  given  the  small  size  of  the  site  (14,246  sq. 
ft.)  and  the  locations  of  these  buildings  on  two  non-contiguous  lots, 
reasonable  use  could  not  be  made  of  the  project  site  for  new 
construction.    (See  also  the  discussion  of  Alternative  B,  Variant  3  on 
p.  140  of  the  EIR.) 

MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

Subject  to  the  requirements  of  Section  127  of  the  existing  City  Planning 
Code,  San  Francisco  Federal  would  consider  transferring  approximately 
39,000  sq.  ft.  of  permitted  gross  floor  area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute 
to  the  project  site.    Implementation  of  this  measure  would  help  to  ensure 
the  permanent  preservation  of  the  Mechanics'  Institute,  City  landmark  No. 
134,  by  removing  the  economic  incentive  of  replacing  the  Mechanics' 
Institute  with  a  larger  building  developed  at  the  permitted  basic  FAR  of 
14:1,  exclusive  of  permitted  interim  control  floor  area  bonuses  for 
housing.    See  pp.  155-157,  pp.  165-167,  and  pp.  173-175  of  the  EIR  for  a 
discussion  of  the  impacts  of  this  mitigation  measure  if  it  were  to  be 
implemented. " 

The  project  sponsor  would  consider  making  part  or  all  of  the  monies 
proposed  low-interest  financing  of  housing  rehabilitation  and  construction 
for  the  rehabilitation  of  significant  buildings  in  the  Downtown  or  other 
parts  of  the  City.    The  feasibility  and  implementation  of  this  measure 
would  depend  on  the  City  instituting  the  mechanism  and  guidelines  for 
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making  such  funds  available  to  the  public.    Implementation  of  this  measure 
would  also  reduce  or  eliminate  the  low-interest  rate  funding  proposed  by 
San  Francisco  Federal  for  the  rehabilitation  or  construction  of  housing 
units  in  the  City. 


EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL 
MEASURES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  would  consider  contributing  to  the 
Citywide  Share  Appreciation  Mortgage  Revenue  Bond  Program  (instead  of 
reinstating  its  low-interest  housing  rehabilitation  program)  to  fulfill 
its  net  housing  demand  requirement  of  125  units. 

ENERGY 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

Where  feasibile,  project  lighting  would  be  designed  for  lighting  levels  of 
not  more  than  two  watts  per  sq.  ft. 

MEASURES  REJECTED 

The  project  design  could  incorporate  floor-by-floor  metering  so  that 
emergy  costs  could  be  allocated  among  tenants  according  to  usage.  This 
would  be  done  either  by  installing  a  separate  sub-meter  on  each  floor,  or 
by  running  separate  service  to  each  floor  from  a  central  metering  board. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  floor-by-floor  metering  because  it  would 
require  a  single  service  with  individual  meters  on  each  floor.  Such 
metering  would  be  impractical  in  that  PG&E  meter  readers  would  have  to 
visit  each  floor.    Rule  18  of  the  state  PUC  Rules  and  Regulations,  "Supply 
to  Separate  Premises  and  Submetering  of  Electric  Energy,"  prohibits  such 
individual  metering  where  it  is  shown  to  be  impractical.    Locating  meters 
on  the  main  floor  with  individual  service  lines  running  to  each  floor 
would  ease  the  task  of  reading  meters,  but  would  greatly  increase  the 
amount  of  electrical  conduit  requied.    This  would  be  an  inefficient  use  of 
materials  and  building  floor  area  (for  vertical  conduit  corridors);  the 
benefits  in  reduced  energy  consumption  that  would  result  from  this 
practice  have  not  been  documented  for  commercial  highrise  buildings. 

In  addition  to  the  measures  above,  the  wording  of  several  measures  already 
contained  in  the  DEIR  have  been  altered  for  clarity  in  this  document.  See 
Historic,  pp.  216-217  (Maskey  Building  subsection);  and  Employment, 
Housing,  and  Fiscal,  pp.  246-247  (Housing  Mitigation  subsection)  for  the 
discussion  of  these  measures.    The  Land  Use  and  Zoning  mitigation  measure 
concerning  retail  space  provided  at  the  project  site  has  been  deleted  fro 
p.  101  of  the  EIR,  as  indicated  on  p.  204  of  this  document,  and  the 
measure  concerning  the  Maiden  Improvement  Plan  has  been  deleted  from 
p.  103  of  the  EIR,  as  indicated  on  p.  311  of  this  document. 
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ALTERNATIVES 


COMMENT 

"The  DEIR  fails  to  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
action.    It  misrepresents  the  feasability  of  those  alternatives  that  are 
presented."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

Since  publication  of  the  DEIR  on  December  18,  1982,  nine  additional 
alternatives  have  been  evaluated  for  the  proposed  project,  including  four 
major  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  DEIR  Addendum  (March  12,  1982),  and 
five  additional  alternatives  discussed  on  pp.  280-287  and  pp.  300-310  of 
this  Response  document. 

COMMENT 

"I  would  like  to... just  indicate  that  we  are  not  necessarily  opposed  to  any  of 
these  alternatives  [presented  in  the  DEIR  Addendum],    We  have  not  come  to  a 
conclusion  as  an  organization  [as  to]  which  one  of  the  alternatives  is  to  be 
favored.    We  do  think  that  the  EIR  should  reflect  those  additions.. .so  the 
Commission  and  Heritage  can  provide  a  proper  response,  given  all  the 
considerations."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

As  stated  on  p.  vi  of  the  EIR,  all  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  DEIR 
Addendum  document  have  been  incorporated  by  reference  into  the 
December  18,  1982  DEIR.    The  Addendum,  in  combination  with  the  Draft  EIR, 
constitute  the  full  amended  Draft  EIR  for  the  project  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  DEIR).    The  Final  EIR  will  contain  the  summary  of  comments 
and  responses  and  the  revised  DEIR  and  DEIR  Addendum  both  of  which  will 
Incorporate  text  changes  resulting  from  coments  and  responses. 

COMMENT 

"Page  125,  4th  paragraph:    The  project  sponsor  should  verify  the  heights  of 
modern  office  floor  to  confirm  the  fact  that  the  heights  of  the  floors  of  the 
Maskey  Building  are  lower  than  such  modern  office  buildings." 
(Jonathan  Mai  one) 

RESPONSE 

Add  the  following  sentences  after  the  third  sentence  under  Sponsor 's 
Reason  for  Rejecting  Alternative  on  p.  139  of  the  EIR: 

"Typical  floor-to-floor  heights  in  a  modern  office  building  are  about 
13  ft.  for  typical  office  floors,  and  about  25  ft.  for  typical  ground 
floors.    The  floor  heights  in  the  Maskey  Building  are: 
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ground  floor  -  18.10  ft. 
second  floor  -  12.25  ft. 

third  through  sixth  floors  -  11.25  ft.  each. 

The  building  stands  80  ft.  tall  (77  ft.  to  the  top  cornice  line). /I/" 

Add  the  following  footnote  on  p.  140  of  the  EIR  and  change  the  numbers  of 
those  following: 

"/I/  Kenneth  Vais,  Architect,  Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill,  telephone 
communication,  March  30,  1982." 

COMMENT 

"Page  122:    The  Board  disagrees  with  the  conclusion  in  paragraph  2  that 
on-street  loading  would  be  required  by  this  alternative.    It  is  not  adequately 
demonstrated  that  off-street  loading  is  not  feasible."    (Jonathan  Malone) 

RESPONSE 

The  comment  is  referring  to  Alternative  B,  Variant  1  which  would  retain 
the  entire  Maskey  Building  structure.    In  this  alternative,  two  new  towers 
would  be  constructed  on  either  side  of  the  Maskey  Building.    On  the  corner 
parcels  (Lots  9,  10,  and  11)  a  23-story  tower,  containing  125,290  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  would  be  built;  on  Lot  7,  a  15-story  tower, 
containing  42,920  gross  sq.  ft.,  would  be  built.    The  statement  on  p.  123 
of  the  EIR  concerning  the  need  for  on-street  loading  refers  only  to  the 
15-story  building  on  Lot  7,  and  assumes  that  this  building  would  be 
proposed  as  a  project  separate  from  the  corner  tower.    Off-street  loading 
would  not  be  required  for  the  42,920-sq.-ft .  building  under  the  existing 
City  Planning  Code  and  new  interim  guidelines  for  off-street  freight 
loading  spaces  (City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9286,  adopted 
January  21,  1982)  because  no  spaces  are  required  for  office  or  bank  uses 
containing  less  than  100,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area. 

If  construction  of  the  corner  tower  and  the  building  on  Lot  7  were 
proposed  as  one  project,  requirements  for  off-street  loading  would  be 
applied  to  the  combined  floor  area  of  both  buildings  (168,310  gross 
sq.  ft.).    In  this  case,  two  off-street  loading  spaces  would  be  required 
(Robert  Feldman,  Department  of  City  Planning,  personal  communication.  May 
18,  1982).    Given  the  size  of  Lot  7  (3,070  sq.  ft.),  it  would  not  be 
feasible  to  provide  underground  off-street  loading  because  there  would  not 
be  adequate  verticle  clearance  for  trucks  and  service  vehicles;  surface 
level  off-street  loading  would  require  use  of  the  ground-floor  frontage  on 
Kearny  St.  to  handle  loading.    Therefore,  the  two  off-street  loading  bays 
would  be  located  at  surface  level  on  Post  St.  for  this  alternative.  As 
there  would  be  no  internal  access  from  the  corner  tower  to  the  building  on 
Lot  7,  delivery  persons  would  probably  use  on-street  loading  spaces  on 
Kearny  St.  for  convenience. 
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The  fourth  paragraph  on  p.  123  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  as  follows: 

"If  the  building  on  Lot  7  were  proposed  as  a  project  separate  from 
the  corner  tower,  no  off-street  loading  spaces  would  be  required,  as 
no  spaces  are  required  for  office  or  bank  uses  containing  less  than 
100,000  gross  sq .  ft.  of  floor  area.    Should  the  corner  tower  and  the 
building  on  Lot  7  be  proposed  as  one  project,  two  off-street  loading 
spaces  would  be  required;  these  spaces  would  be  provided  at  surface 
level  on  Post  St." 

COMMENT 

"Page  121:    The  Landmarks  Board  objects  to  the  sentence  in  the  4th  paragraph 
which  states  'The  alternative  would  not  provide  a  unified  design  for  the 
project  site.'    It  is  not  a  city  requirement  that  sites  within  the  city  have  a 
unified  design.    Rather,  the  Urban  Design  element  of  the  Master  Plan 
acknowledges  the  variety  of  architectural  styles,  scale,  age,  and  detailing 
found  within  the  City's  buildings."    (Jonathan  Malone) 

RESPONSE 

The  sentence  referred  to  in  the  comment  above  has  been  deleted  from  the 
second  paragraph  on  p.  123  of  the  EIR. 

Downtown  EIR 

COMMENT 

"I  would  like  each  of  the  alternatives,  as  well  as  the  main  project  itself, 
considered  against  the  al ternative(s)  being  evaluated  in  the  downtown  EIR  and 
the  mitigation  measures  that  are  being  considered  in  the  downtown  EIR.  How 
would  each  of  these  alternatives  measure  up,  the  alternatives  in  this  project 
measure  up  to  the  alternatives  being  considered  in  the  downtown  EIR?  Would 
they  make  the  downtown  EIR  feasible,  infeasible?    Would  they  make  the 
mitigation  measures  feasible,  infeasible?"    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

The  Downtown  EIR  assesses  a  series  of  alternative  planning  possibilities 
for  the  Downtown  area  and  is  currently  in  preparation.    At  this  time  no 
City  policies  regarding  mitigation  measures  related  to  downtown 
development  have  been  or  could  be  formulated  or  approved  as  a  result  of 
the  Downtown  EIR  process.    The  Downtown  EIR,  when  completed,  is  expected 
to  present  environmental  analysis  of  a  series  of  future  policy  options  for 
the  overall  development  of  the  Downtown;  specific  policy  changes, 
therefore,  cannot  be  reviewed  or  adopted  until  after  the  EIR  is  certified. 

The  Draft  EIR  on  this  specific  project  does  not,  and  need  not,  evaluate 
the  overall  downtown  planning  possibilities. 

The  alternatives  chapter  of  the  Draft  EIR  discusses  project  alternatives 
which  relate  to  existing  City  policies.    The  on-going  alternative  scenario 
analysis  in  the  Downtown  EIR  covers  several  possible  futures  and 
encompasses  numerous  policies  which  have  not  yet  been  approved  by  the 
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City.    It  is  inappropriate  to  draw  comparisons  between  existing  policies 
and  speculative  future  policies  which  may  be  altered  or  amended  several 
times  before  they  are  proposed  for  approval . 

Red u ced  Shadow  Alternative 

COMMENTS 

"Page  114.    It's  related  to  the  design  and  visual  aspects  of  the  shadowing  on 
the  Crocker  project.    We  need  to  look  at  alternatives  that  assure  as  much 
sunlight  as  possible  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

"Page  57  and  all  references  to  shadowing  that  this  proposal  or  any 
alternatives  might  cast  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza.    I  think  we  need  to 
seriously  look  at  alternatives  of  any  project,  in  that  those  of  us  who 
approved  the  Crocker  project  would  find  great  difficulty  approving  another 
project  that  would  shadow  something  that  we  thought  was  a  great  amenity, 
addition  to  the  City;  then,  for  us  to  turn  around  and  just  put  another  shadow 
on  it,  just  doesn't  make  any  sense  to  me.    That  would  be  a  very  difficult 
thing  for  us  to  seriously  consider."    (Commissioner  Nakashima) 

RESPONSE 

An  alternative  which  eliminates  shadow  effects  and  preserves  as  much 
sunlight  as  possible  on  the  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  would  require  reduced 
building  heights  on  Lots  8,  9,  10,  and  11.    This  alternative  would  require 
a  height  limit  of  about  165  ft.  along  the  Kearny  St.  frontage  of  the  site 
and  stepping  down  to  a  height  of  about  135  ft.  along  the  eastern  boundary 
of  the  site. 

Based  on  these  height  limitations,  the  building  on  Lots  8,  9,  10,  and  11 
would  be  11  stories  high  on  the  Kearny  St.  frontage  and  nine  stories  high 
on  the  Post  St.  frontage.    (For  comparison,  the  Mechanics'  Institute  is 
nine  stories  and  the  existing  corner  building  at  79  Post  St.  is  six 
stories;  see  revised  Figure  10,  Existing  View  of  the  Project  Site  on 
p.  200).    The  corner  building  would  contain  about  111,600  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area.    Construction  of  the  corner  building  could  incorporate 
preservation  of  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building  or  preservation  of  the  Maskey 
Building  facade,  as  the  88-ft.-  high  Maskey  structure  is  shorter  than  the 
165  ft.  height  limitation  required  for  the  Kearny  St.  frontage  in  this 
al ternati  ve. 

To  achieve  the  remaining  available  FAR  of  14:1,  the  building  on  Lot  7 
would  be  developed  at  27  stories  and  a  height  of  380  ft.  (including  one 
mechanical  penthouse  level);    approximately  87,830  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area  would  be  contained  in  the  tower. 

Development  of  this  alternative  would  eliminate  all  shadow  effects  from 
the  project  site  on  the  Crocker  plaza  during  mid-March  and  mid-September; 
during  these  times  shadows  cast  by  this  alternative  would  not  be  long 
enough  to  reach  the  Crocker  plaza.    The  27-story  building  that  would  be 
constructed  on  Lot  7  would  not  add  shadows  to  Maiden  Lane  or  Kearny  and 
Post  Sts.  due  to  intervening  shadows  cast  by  the  38-story  Aetna  Building. 
This  alternative  would  coincide  with  shadows  cast  by  the  existing 
118-ft.-high  Mechanics'  Institute.    Any  remaining  shadows  on  the  Crocker 
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rooftop  plaza  would  be  cast  by  the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building.  As 
with  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  no  shadow  effects  on  the  Crocker 
rooftop  plaza  during  June  or  during  the  noon  hour  of  any  time  of  the  year. 

Given  the  small  size  of  Lot  7  (approximately  3,070  sq.  ft.),  construction 
of  a  27-story  tower  would  not  be  feasible.    A  building  containing  27 
floors  would  require  dual  elevator  cores,  which  would  yield  leasable  floor 
areas  of  less  than  2,000  sq .  ft.  per  floor.     Construction  of  a  shorter 
building  (15  stories  or  less)  that  would  not  require  a  dual  elevator 
system  would  yield  leasable  floor  areas  of  about  2,200  to  2,400  sq.  ft. 
per  floor. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  efficient, 
marketable  floor  areas  could  not  be  provided  in  the  building  on  Lot  7. 
That  building  would  contain  55%  of  the  total  gross  floor  area  provided  on 
the  site. 


Alternative  Retaining  all  Existing  Retail/Restaurant  Space  on  the  Project 
Site 

COMMENT 

"Page  93,  we  need  an  alternative  that's  maximum  energy  efficiency  as  well  as 
all  of  the  ones  that  would  save  the  retail  space  and  save  the  [60  Kearny  St. 
and  Maskey  Building]  buildings."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

An  alternative  that  would  save  total  (11,000  sq.  ft.)  and  ground-floor 
(6,100  sq.  ft.)  retail/restaurant  space  could  be  developed  by  locating  the 
corner  savings  branch  on  a  mezzanine  level,  thereby  allowing  the  5,000  net 
sq.  ft.  of  corner  savings  branch  space  to  be  used  for  ground-floor 
retail/restaurant  uses.    This  alternative  would  provide  a  total  of 
6,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail/restaurant  space  on  the  ground  level.  An 
additional  4,500  sq.  ft.  of  retail/restaurant  space  could  probably  be 
provided  on  the  mezzanine  level  along  with  the  savings  branch.  An 
escalator  could  provide  access  to  the  mezzanine  level. 

Although  this  alternative  would  provide  the  same  amount  of  retail  space  as 
currently  exists  on  the  project  site,  the  character  and  the  total  number 
of  retail  establishments  would  be  expected  to  be  different  from  existing 
uses  at  the  site.    Retail  space  contained  in  the  proposed  project  would 
command  higher  rents,  requiring  higher  sales  per  sq.  ft.  than  existing 
uses.    The  total  number  of  establishments  would  be  expected  to  increase 
over  the  existing  uses  at  the  site.    Of  the  11,000  sq.  ft.  of  total 
retail/restaurant  space  on  site,  75%  or  8,220  sq.  ft.  of  that  space  is 
occupied  by  a  single  tenant,  Sutter's  Mill  restaurant  and  bar.    See  also 
the  discussion  of  Alternatives  H  and  I  (pp.  300-310)  which  could  provide 
up  to  14,400  to  21,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retai 1/resturant  space  on  the 
project  site,  if  the  upper  five  levels  of  the  Maskey  facade  structure  are 
occupied  by  retail  tenants. 
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As  stated  on  p.  94  of  the  DEIR,  the  first  partial  paragraph,  the  project 
would  include  energy  efficient  features  such  as  an  outside  air/return  air 
economizer  controls  and  a  building  automation  system.    The  project  would 
use  20%  less  electricity  than  that  which  was  projected  for  ten  recent 
highrise  structures,  40%  less  natural  gas  than  was  projected  for  10 
recently  proposed  highrise  structures,  and  would  better  Title  24  standards 
by  25%.    Title  24  was  assumed  to  be  "state-of-the-art"  when  adopted  in 
February,  1980. 

Energy-efficient  design  for  highrise  structures  is  a  field  different  from 
design  for  lowrise  structures  and  is  still  in  its  infancy.  Experts 
disagree  on  what  is  feasible,  and  new  innovations  are  constantly  being 
made. 

An  alternative  that  would  preserve  all  of  the  buildings  on  the  site  (the 
No-Project  Alternative)  or  one  that  would  preserve  both  the  60  Kearny  St. 
and  Maskey  Building  are  discussed  on  pp.  118-119  and  p.  140  of  the  EIR. 

COGENT 

"I  think  you  need  an  alternative  where  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
looks  for  another  site,  because  this  site  is  inappropriate  for  what  they  want 
to  do.    There's  too  much  at  stake,  and  the  alternative  (the  No-Project 
Alternative)  that  they  gave  of  looking  for  another  site  somewhere  else 
downtown  really  doesn't  fly.    There's  some  large  buildings  downtown  that  maybe 
they  could  rehab.    Why  do  they  have  to  impact  this  area  as  much  as  —  I  guess 
because  of  ego  and  because  it's  a  nice  landmark,  you  know,  hot  intersection 
for  the  commercial  banking  industry.    But  I  don't  think  that  they  are  really 
seriously  discussing  alternatives."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  occupies  about  88%  of  the  total 
leaseable  office  space  at  the  project  site,  and  owns  all  five  parcels 
which  comprise  the  site.    The  project  sponsor  would  prefer  to  retain  the 
Post  and  Kearny  Sts .  address  which  has  been  the  headquarters  office  of  San 
Francisco  Federal  since  1944.    San  Francisco  Federal  indicates  that  it 
would  not  be  economically  feasible  to  purchase  another  comparable 
headquarters  site  in  downtown  San  Francisco  during  this  recessionary 
period  for  the  savings  and  loan  industry.    The  current  estimated  purchase 
price  for  new  (Class  A)  office  property  in  downtown  San  Francisco  is  about 
$250  per  sq.  ft.    The  purchase  price  of  older  buildings  is  estimated  as 
about  $100-5200  per  sq.  ft.  (Paul  Desmond,  Broker,  Grubb  and  Ellis, 
telephone  communication.  May  3,  1982;  and  Steven  Buckley,  Broker,  Cushman 
and  Wakefield,  telephone  communication.  May  3,  1982).    If  the  proposed 
site  were  not  used  for  the  project,  San  Francisco  Federal  indicates  that 
it  would  probably  maintain  its  corner  savings  branch  at  Post  and  Kearny 
Sts.,  but  would  relocate  its  headquarters  offices  and  160  (non-savings 
branch  employees)  to  a  location  outside  of  San  Francisco,  where  the 
company  already  owns  land  or  could  purchase  land  which  is  less  expensive 
than  property  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (Ernest  J.  Piccone,  Corporate 
Services  Manager,  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association, 
telephone  communication,  March  30,  1982). 
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COMMENT 

"When  you  look. ..at  the  renderings  of  the  alternatives,  they  stink. ..You  do 
not  get  a  sense  of  what  the  Maskey  Building  looks  like  in  the  alternatives, 
and  you  certainly  don't  get  a  sense  of  what  the  commercial  area  is;  you  have 
no  photos  of  the  surrounding  area."    (Sue  Hestor) 

RESPONSE 

Figures  18-21  which  depict  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  are 
isometric  drawings,  not  renderings.    The  isometric  drawings  are  intended 
to  present  the  relative  height,  scale  and  preliminary  exterior  design 
feature  of  each  alternative.    Sufficient  exterior  design  has  not  been 
developed  to  provide  a  rendering  of  the  alternatives  presented  in  the 
DEIR.    See  p.  202  for  photographs  which  depict  the  character  of  the 
surrounding  and  commercial  area  on  Kearny  St. 


Al ternati ve  B:  Retaining  the  Maskey  Building  and/or  60  Kearny  St.  Building 
COMMENTS 

"...several  variations  of  the  alternative  illustrated  in  the  DEIR. ..have  been 
discussed  with  the  Planning  staff,  such  as  increasing  the  height  of  the  corner 
building  using  all  of  the  residual  floor  area  available  on  the  site,  after 
preserving  the  Maskey  Building,  and  the  building  occupying  Lot  7." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

"I  would  like  looked  at,  on  Page  122,  what  the  shadows  would  be  if  the 
existing  Maskey  Building  were  left  as  it  is,  if  it's  retained  as  the  whole 
building,  as  well  as  some  studies  of  retaining  it  and  not  going  any  higher 
than  that  to  the  south.    To  make  myself  clear,  shadow  studies  of  a  taller 
building  at  the  corner  where  I  think. ..60  Kearny  is  —  going  higher  there,  but 
keeping  the  current  height  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  nothing  higher  than  that 
touching  on  Maiden  Lane... 

"My  concern  or  my  curiosity  about  it  is  whether  some  of  that  outdoor  plaza 
across  the  street  where  we  have  had  Crocker  retain  their  bank  building  and  put 
a  park  on  top,  it's  just  possible  that  by  saving  the  Maskey  Building,  we  will 
have  less  shadow  effect  in  the  afternoon  hours.    I  don't  know.    But  I'd  like 
to  know,  through  shadow  diagrams,  whether  there  will  be  less  effect  on  the 
Galleria  and  on  the  park  at  any  time  in  the  afternoon  and  at  what  time  the 
shadowing  starts  to  occur  from  just  the  corner  building,  leaving  the  others  as 
they  are."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  following  discussion  has  been  added  to  p.  133-136  of  the  EIR  as 
Alternative  B,  Variant  B.lb: 

"The  site  could  be  developed  so  that  the  Maskey  Building  and  Sutter's 
Mill  building  occupying  Lot  7  would  be  preserved.    New  construction 
would  occur  on  the  corner  parcels  (Lots  9,  10,  and  11),  where  a 
28-story,  395-ft.-high  tower  would  be  built.    As  in  the  proposed 
project,  the  site  would  be  developed  at  a  14:1  floor  area  ratio. 
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permitting  development  of  199,440  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.  The 
corner  tower  would  contain  158,640  sq .  ft.  of  floor  area;  the  Maskey 
Building  contains  32,580  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  and  the  Sutter's  Mill 
Building  about  8,220  sq .  ft.  of  floor  area. 

"The  395-ft.-high  corner  tower  would  be  165  ft.  taller  than  the 
proposed  project.    As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative 
would  have  no  shadow  effects  on  the  rooftop  plaza  during  summer 
months  and  during  the  noon  hour  of  any  time  of  the  year.  During 
winter,  shadows  cast  on  the  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza,  and  glass  dome 
roof  of  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  would  be  the  same  as  shadows  cast  by 
the  proposed  project  (see  Figure  21,  p.  285). 

"During  mid-December  this  alternative  would  contribute  to  the 
complete  shading  of  the  Rooftop  Plaza,  as  would  the  proposed  project. 

"The  corner  tower  (and  the  proposed  project)  would  contribute  50-60% 
of  the  shadows  cast,  with  the  remaining  40-50%  of  shadows  cast  by  the 
Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building  (see  Figure  15,  on  p.  58  of  the  EIR 
for  existing  shadows  cast  by  these  buildings).    During  maximum  or 
worst-cast  shadow  conditions,  complete  shading  of  the  Crocker  rooftop 
plaza  would  occur  for  one  hour  during  the  afternoon  (3:00  to 
4:00  p.m.).    During  spring  and  autumn  months,  the  395-ft.-high  corner 
tower  would  cast  10%  more  shadows  than  would  the  project,  thereby 
contributing  to  the  complete  shading  of  the  rooftop  plaza  during 
these  months.    This  alternative  would  cast  about  70%  of  the  shadows 
on  the  rooftop  plaza;  the  remaining  30%  of  shadows  would  be  cast  by 
the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building.    For  comparison  the  project 
would  contribute  60%  of  the  shading  of  the  rooftop  plaza  during 
spring  and  autuim  months.    Under  worst-cast  conditions,  the  corner 
tower  in  this  alternative  would  contribute  to  the  complete  shading  of 
the  rooftop  plaza  for  about  one  hour,  between  2:30  and  3:30  p.m. 

"In  summary,  this  alternative  would  produce  10%  more  shadow  effects 
than  the  proposed  project  during  spring  and  autumn;  and  similar 
shadow  effects  during  the  winter  and  summer  months. 

"Ground-level  uses  would  consist  of  a  corner  savings  branch  of 
approximately  2,700  sq.  ft.  located  in  the  new  highrise  tower;  about 
3,100  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses  located  in  the  Maskey  Building;  and 
3,000  sq.  ft.  of  restaurant  space  in  the  Sutter's  Mill  Building.  An 
additional  5,100  sq.  ft.  of  retail/resturant  space  would  be  located 
in  the  mezzanine  and  third  floor  levels  of  Sutter's  Mill.  This 
alternative  would  provide  the  same  amount  of  total  (11,000  sq.  ft.) 
and  ground-level  (6,100  sq .  ft.)  retail/restaurant  as  currently 
exists  on  the  project  site.    There  would  be  a  net  loss  of  1,900 
sq .  ft.  of  savings  branch  space  over  the  existing  corner  savings 
branch  space. 

"No  off-street,  long-term  parking  would  be  provided  in  this 
alternative.    Two  loading  bays  would  be  required  for  the  corner  tower 
under  interim  off-street  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle 
requirements.    (Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9286.) 
Underground  loading  could  not  be  provided  on  the  5,500  sq.  ft.  site 
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3  P.M.  Mid-December 


LEGEND 

Project  Shadow  (230') 

Fn  Alternative  Shadow  (395/77/42') 


Shadows  shown  are  aolar  time. 

Existing  Shadows  cast  by  the  Crocker  Tower 
and  Aetna  Building  are  not  shown.  See  Figure  15 
on  p.  58  of  the  Draft  EIR  for  shadows  cast  by 
the  Crocker  Tower  and  Aetna  Building. 


FIGURE  21:  Alternative  B.  1b: 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  Galleria 
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because  there  would  not  be  adequate  vertical  clearance  and 
circulation  area  for  trucks  and  vans.    Access  to  surface-level 
loading  would  be  from  Post  St.    To  retain  the  corner  savings  branch, 
only  back-in  /  pull-out  maneuvering  could  be  accomplished  into  the 
enclosed  loading  area.    A  minimum  curb  cut  of  35  ft.  would  be 
required  (see  loading  area  discussion  on  p.  131  of  the  EIR). 

"As  the  total  amount  of  floor  area  provided  in  this  alternative  would 
be  about  the  same  as  in  the  project,  transportation-related,  energy 
consumption,  employment  and  net  housing  demand  impacts  would  be 
similar  to  those  of  the  project." 

COMMENT 

"Heritage  believes  that  this  [Alternative  B,  Variant  1]  alternative  [(or  a 
modification  of  it  described  above)]  could  be  economically  feasible, 
functionally  integrated,  provide  a  strong  and  attractive  corporate  image  for 
the  sponsor,  and  would  minimize  the  negative  environmental  effects  of  the  new 
development. 

"The  description  of  this  alternative  does  not  consider  potential  future 
economic  benefits  obtainable  through  floor  area  bonuses  for  retention  and 
restoration  allowed  the  Maskey  Building  by  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  or 
the  availability  of  tax  incentives  for  preservation,  such  as  investment  tax 
credits,  accelerated  cost  recovery  and  donation  of  preservation  easements. 

"The  efficiency  of  the  two  new  towers  and  the  Maskey  Building  could  be  greatly 
improved  by  centralizing  the  vertical  circulation  for  the  entire  development 
in  the  light  well  of  the  Maskey.    Even  if  the  new  towers  have  separate 
vertical  circulation  cores,  the  efficiency  of  the  Maskey  could  be  enhanced  by 
creative  utilization  of  the  light  well  for  new  office  floors.    These  floors 
could  be  integrated  with  those  of  the  two  new  towers  on  either  side  of  the 
Maskey  Building. 

"This  alternative  would  help  maintain  the  building's  scale  and  pattern  of  the 
remaining  older  buildings  along  Kearny  and  Post,  through  the  design  of  three 
separate  building  elements  of  smaller  scale,  thus  preserving  more  of  the 
character  of  the  Heritage-proposed  Historic  District  and  the  City's  proposed 
Conservation  District.    A  new  'unified  design'  for  this  entire  site  would  be 
less  desirable  and  would  have  greater  impact  on  these  proposed  districts. 

"Increasing  the  height  of  the  corner  tower,  across  from  the  new  Crocker  Bank 
headquarters,  would  allow  the  upper  floors  of  the  new  tower  on  Lot  7  to  be 
stepped  back  and  landscaped  (as  in  this  portion  of  the  proposal),  at  the  end 
of  Maiden  Lane. 

"If  vertical  circulation  were  centralized  for  the  total  site  as  proposed 
above,  this  circulation  core  could  also  link  all  of  the  new  and  existing 
buildings  with  the  off-street  loading  bay  from  Post  Street. 

"The  net  leasable  floor  area  and  efficiency  of  this  alternative  could  be 
similar  to  that  of  the  proposed  alternative,  if  vertical  circulation  were 
centralized  as  described  above.    Contrary  to  the  claims  of  this  description. 
Heritage  believes  that  retention  of  the  Maskey  Building,  in  combination  with 
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new  development,  would  enhance  rather  than  impare  the  marketability  of  the 
project  to  prospective  tenants.    Since  examples  of  highly  marketable  older 
office  and  commercial  buildings  are  numerous  in  San  Francisco,  Heritage  is 
prepared  to  provide  specific  examples  to  the  Commission  upon  request." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

An  alternative  which  addresses  this  comment  has  been  included  in  the  EIR. 
This  alternative  retains  75%  of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building  by 
placing  the  internal  circulation  core  in  the  location  of  the  existing 
light  well  of  the  Maskey  Building  (see  Alternative  B.la,  pp.  125-133  and 
Table  20,  p.  128  of  the  EIR).    Urban  design  features  structural 
requirements,  tax  investment  credits,  and  parking/loading  requirements  of 
this  alternative  are  described  in  the  EIR. 

The  following  paragraphs  have  been  added  to  the  discussion  of 
Alternative  B,  Variant  1  on  p.  122,  after  the  third  paragraph: 

"Proposed  transfer  of  development  rights  contained  in  Guiding 
Downtown  Development  (GDD)  would  not  be  allowed  for  this  alternative 
because,  although  it  would  retain  the  Maskey  Building,  the 
60  Kearny  St.  Building  would  be  demolished. 

"GDD  proposes  that  unused  development  rights  could  be  transferred  to 
any  other  site  in  the  same  zoning  district  'unless  development  of  the 
site  would  result  in  the  destruction  or  substantial  alteration  of 
another  significant  building'  (see  GDD  pp.  21-22,  and  F-10). 
Development  of  an  alternative  which  demolished  the  60  Kearny  St. 
Building  would  not  comply  with  the  transfer  of  development  right 
requirements  of  GDD.    Development  of  the  site  which  preserved  the 
Maskey  Building  may  be  considered  to  partially  adhere  to  this 
provision  of  GDD. 

"Alternative  B,  Variant  1,  would  entitle  the  project  sponsor  to 
investment  tax  credits,  accelerated  cost  recovery,  and  donation  of 
preservation  easement  for  preserving  the  Maskey  Building." 

COMMENT 

"This  description  does  not  provide  adequate  documentation  to  support  the 
sponsor's  claim  that  safety,  seismic  and  other  code  improvements  could  not  be 
economically  justified.    We  find  the  claim  that  the  cost  of  renovating  the 
Maskey  Building  would  exceed  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  new  structure  of 
equal  square  footage  to  be  highly  questionable  and  unsupported  by  an 
analysis.    The  written  communication  cited  to  support  this  claim  is  not 
included  in  the  document."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"Page  123:    the  Board  requests  to  have  the  data  on  the  estimated  $4  to 
$5  million  dollars  to  renovate  the  Maskey  Building  included  in  the  EIR." 
(Jonathan  Malone) 
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RESPONSE 

To  verify  costs  of  renovating  the  Maskey  Building  in  comparison  to  costs 
of  building  a  new  building  of  equal  size  the  last  sentence  at  the  end  of 
the  second  paragraph  on  p.  124  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  to  read: 

"The  cost  of  renovating  the  Maskey  Building,  estimated  at  $85.00 
per  sq.  ft.  (or  a  total  of  approximately  $2,762,300)  would  exceed  the 
cost  of  constructing  a  new  structure  of  equal  square  footage  ($70.00 
per  sq.  ft.,  or  $2,280,600) ./I/" 

Replace  footnote  /!/  on  p.  124  of  the  EIR  with: 

'71/  Donald    P.  Beyer,  Cost  Estimator,  Swinerton  and  Walberg  Co., 
letter  communication,  March  26,  1982;  and  phone  communication, 
March  30,  1982.    The  letter  is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
reivew  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister,  5th 
Floor" 

The  cost  breakdown  of  the  $85.00  per  sq.  ft.  is  as  follows:    demolition  - 
$5  per  sq.  ft.;  foundation  -  $14  per  sq.  ft.;  structural  (strengthening 
and  replacement)  -  $15  per  sq.  ft.;  fire  protection  -  $3  per  sq.  ft.; 
electrical  -  $9  per  sq.  ft.;  mechanical  and  plumbing  -  $9  per  sq.  ft.; 
elevators  -  $6  per  sq.  ft.;  stairways  -  $5  per  sq.  ft.;  and  other  finish  - 
$19  per  sq.  ft. 

COMMENT 

"The  Board  directed  that... I  request  an  alternative  that  retains  the 
Maskey  Building  on  site  and  intact  be  included  in  the  EIR... with  the 
acknowledgement  that  there  would  be  renovations  to  the  building,  but  that 
[renovations]  should  be  done  through  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness 
process  once  the  building  is  designated."    (Jonathan  Malone) 

RESPONSE 

Alternative  B,  Variant  1,  would  retain  the  entire  Maskey  structure  at  its 
existing  location  on  the  site.    This  alternative  is  discussed  on 
pp.  119-124  of  the  EIR.    As  the  Maskey  Building  has  not  been  designated  a 
landmark,  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  Process  would  not  be  required 
to  renovate  the  structure. 

COMMENT 

"...a  new  variation  of  Alternative  B  (Figure  18),  combining  most  of  the 
features  of  Variant  1  with  the  vertical  circulation  plan  of  the  proposed 
project,  thus  linking  the  two  new  office  towers  on  either  side  of  Maskey;  and 
we  especially  believe  that  a  new  alternative,  suggested  in. . .[Alternative 
B.la]  above,  be  described  and  evaluated  so  the  Commission  may  select  this 
alternative.    We  think  it  could  be  economically  viable  for  the  sponsor  and 
also  have  the  least  environmental  impact  to  architectural  resources  on  the 
site,  or  on  the  proposed  historic  district  and  this  part  of  the  downtown, 
except  for  the  "no  project"  alternative. 


288 


VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"The  alternative  proposed  in .. .[Alternative  B.la]  above  would  allow  the 
sponsor  to  develop  the  total  site  to  a  FAR  of  14  to  1 .    By  constructing  a 
vertical  circulation  core  in  the  light  well  area  of  the  Maskey  Building  (a 
45  ft.  X  20  ft.  area  in  the  center-rear  portion  of  the  Building),  the  two 
office  towerrs  (illustrated  in  Figure  18)  could  be  linked,  and  made  more 
efficient.    Thus,  a  total  net  area  of  about  9,000  sq.  ft.  for  the  office 
floors  above  the  Maskey  Building  would  be  obtainable  (3,070  sq.  ft.  Lot  7  + 
5,400  Lots  9,  10,  and  11  +  530  sq.  ft.  leasable  circulation  in  the  core). 

"There  are  numerous  examples  of  new  offices  under  construction,  recently 
leased  or  planned  with  upper  level  floors  of  this  proportion,  including 
505  Sansome  (9,180  sq .  ft.  net),  456  Montgomery  (6,300  sq.  ft.  net), 
101  Montgomery  (8,575  sq.  ft.  net),  and  the  DAON  proposal  at  115  Main  (10,800 
sq.  ft.  net).    A  development  of  this  configuration  could  provide  199,400  gross 
square  feet  in  two  linked  office  towers  on  either  side  of  the  Maskey,  combined 
with  reuse  of  the  existing  Maskey  Building  for  S.F.  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 
offices  (with  about  14,200  gross  sq.  ft.  per  floor,  assuming  alignment  of  new 
and  old  floor  lines). 

"While  a  central  circulation  core  linking  the  two  new  office  towers  may  need 
to  be  wider  than  the  20  ft.  existing  light  well  in  the  Maskey,  requiring  minor 
demolition  of  the  rear  of  one  wing  of  the  existing  building,  it  is  possible 
that  at  least  75%  of  the  existing  exterior  walls  of  the  Maskey  could  be 
retained,  thus  allowing  the  building  to  maintain  its  eligibility  for  federal 
tax  incentives  for  restoration.    However,  the  architectural  integrity  of  the 
Maskey  and  its  appearance  from  Kearny  Street  would  be  preserved.    Use  of  the 
central  bay  and  mezzanine  of  the  Maskey  as  a  grand  entrance  to  the  new 
development  could  provide  a  very  attractive  and  strong  identity  for  the 
overall  development       one  that  would  be  uniquely  San  Francisco. 

"The  Planning  Commission  has  heard  from  Citicorp,  after  the  Department 
negotiated  a  compromise  on  the  1  Sansome  proposal,  that  this  sponsor  now 
values  highly  the  architectural  enhancement  and  identity  for  the  project, 
provided  by  retention  of  most  of  the  1  Sansome  banking  temple  as  a  grand 
entrance.    The  retention  of  the  Maskey  Building  could  provide  similar  benefits 
for  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  development.    The  vertical 
circulation  core  proposed  in  the  sponsor's  preferred  alternative  is  located 
roughly  in  the  same  position  as  the  existing  Maskey  Building  light  well, 
therefore  the  function  of  the  core  would  operate  in  much  the  same  way  as  the 
sponsor's  preferred  alternative. 

"Off-street  parking  would  not  be  accommodated  in  this  proposed  alternative  to 
the  same  extent  as  the  proposal,  but  the  area  below  the  new  corner  building 
could  provide  for  off-street  loading  and  limited  parking.    However,  the  EIR 
acknowledges  that  the  proposed  long-term  parking  of  23  cars  is  discouraged  in 
the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan.    Therefore,  the  alterrnative  suggested 
herein  would  be  more  consistent  with  the  Transfiortation  Plan,  by  limiting  new 
off-street  long-term  parking  spaces  downtown.    We  urge  the  Commmission  to 
require  full  evaluation  of  such  an  alternative."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"Heritage  requests  that  the  Planning  Commission  require  the  project  sponsor  to 
develop  a  new  alternative  to  the  proposal,  which  would  be  a  modification  to 
Alternative  B,  Variant  1.    Such  an  alternative  would  retain  and  adaptively 
reuse  the  Maskey  Building,  while  allowing  for  the  construction  of  a  vertical 
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circulation  core  to  be  constructed  in  the  existing  light  well  of  the  Maskey, 
linking  the  two  new  office  towers  illustrated  in  Figure  18.    This  alternative 
would  be  more  feasible  economically  than  the  alternative  which  preserves  the 
Maskey  Building,  and  would  more  closely  reflect  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
policy  than  Alternative  D."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

This  alternative  has  been  analyzed  on  pp.  125-133  of  the  EIR. 
COMMENT 

"The  alternative  proposed  (Alternative  B. la). . .should  be  taken  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  both  buildings  on  this  site  are  rated  'B.'    You  would  be  extending 
your  commitment  to  preserving  buildings  on  your  significant  building  list  by 
even  allowing  the  demolition  of  the  Bullock-Jones  Building  on  the  corner  at 
60  Kearny  Street.    Further  entertaining  of  a  scheme  that  would  allow 
demolition  of  this  building  and  demolition  of  all  but  the  facade  of  the 
Maskey  Building  would  clearly  be  in  violation  of  the  spirit  and  would  be  a 
clear  signal  for  the  rest  of  the  development  community  that  that  resolution 
has  no  meaning."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

See  pp.  219-223  of  this  document  for  a  discussion  of  City  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  No.  9240.    Alternative  B.la  would  retain  75%  of  the 
exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building  but  would  demolish  the  60  Kearny  St. 
Building  as  would  the  proposed  project.    This  alternative  would  be  more 
responsive  than  the  proposed  project  to  Planning  Coirmission  Resolution  No. 
9240  because  it  would  retain  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building,  while  the  project 
proposes  to  demolish  both  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and  Maskey  Building. 

COMMENT 

"[Alternative  B,  Variant  2]. ..Demolition  of  the  rear  60%  of  the  Maskey 
Building,  while  saving  and  restoring  the  facade  and  the  front  40%  would  have  a 
major  impact  on  this  building,  on  the  continued  eligibility  of  this  portion  of 
Kearny  and  Post  Streets  for  the  National  Register,  and  on  the  integrity  of 
this  part  of  the  proposed  Conservation  District  outlined  in  Guiding  Downtown 
Development. 

"Such  a  modification  would  eliminate  the  Maskey  Building's  eligibility  for  the 
National  Register,  and  thus  its  'B'  rating  in  Splendid  Survivors,  and  its 
importance  to  the  City's  adopted  list  of  'significant "buTldings. '  Removing 
more  than  75%  of  the  existing  exterior  walls  of  the  Maskey  would  also 
eliminate  the  eligibility  of  the  property  for  tax  credits  available  for 
rehabilitation. 

"Allowing  new  office  development  of  a  uniform  design  to  totally  surround  three 
sides  of  the  Maskey  and  loom  high  above  it,  only  40  feet  back  from  the  facade, 
would  totally  change  the  architectural  character  of  the  building  as  seen  from 
surrounding  streets,  and  the  overall  architectural  quality  of  Kearny  Street. 
The  impacts  of  this  variant  should  be  described  in  more  detail." 
(Grant  Dehart) 


290 


VIII.    Summary  of  Cormients  and  Responses 


RESPONSE 

The  paragraphs  below  have  been  added  to  the  EIR  at  the  beginning  of  p.  139. 

"Demolition  of  the  rear  60%  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  prevent  the 
building's  eligibility  for  investment  tax  credits  under  the  National 
Recovery  Tax  Act.    That  Act  requires  that  at  least  75%  of  the 
exterior  of  a  building  be  retained  to  maintain  eligibility.  The 
building  would  also  not  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed 
Retail-Shopping  District  outlined  in  Splendid  Survivors.  The 
criteria  for  the  proposed  district  also  requires  that  75%  of  the 
exterior  of  the  structure  be  retained. 

"The  individual  architectural  quality  and  context  of  the 

Maskey  Building  would  be  changed  by  encircling  it  with  a  single,  new 

medium-rise  office  building." 

COMENT 

"[Alternative  B. la]... the  9,000  sq.  ft.  per  floor  that  they  report  would  be 
the  net  leasable  floor  area  in  Table  20  [on  p.  128  of  the  EIR],  I  believe  is 
somewhat  inaccurate  and  tends  to  favor  the  other  alternatives  in  terms  of  the 
buildable  floor  area.    It  is  standard  practice  for  leasing  office,  speculative 
office  buildings  of  this  type,  to  lease  all  of  the  circulation  space, 
including  elevator  lobbies  and  other  parts  of  the  floor  area  that  do  not 
involve  direct  vertical  penetration  of  the  floor  for  elevators  or  mechanical 
space.    I  believe  if  they  included  all  the  circulation  space  that  is  shown  on 
typical  floor  plan  7  -  16  on  Page  7  [127  of  the  EIR],  while  it  would  not 
substantially  increase  the  amount  of  floor  area  per  floor,  I  think  it  would 
get  much  closer  to  the  10,000  square  foot  per  floor.    Because  I  have 
previously  calculated  that  in  proposing  this  alternative. 

The  second  point  is  that  I  believe  the  comments  made  on  Page  13  [133  of  the 
EIR],  that  the  blank  wall  created  by  the  location  of  the  elevator  core  at  the 
rear  of  the  Maskey  Building  would  visually  detract  from  the  Maskey  building 
and  the  entire  Kearny  Street  frontage  of  the  project  site,  and  is  somewhat 
overstated  in  that  that  would  be  very  difficult  to  see  from  any  vantage  point 
along  Kearny  Street  or  Post  Street  or  other  parts  of  the  building,  given  the 
way  that  the  two  major  offices  cores  would  project  out  to  the  street  front. 
That  setback  would  be  close  to  60  to  70  feet,  I  believe,  and  that  would  be 
very  difficult  to  see,  being  screened  by  those  two  end  towers."    (Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  estimated  leasable  floor  area  of  9,000  sq.  ft.  cited  in  Table  20  on 
p.  128  and  shown  in  Figure  20,  p.  127  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  to  11, 
300  sq.  ft.    This  area  includes  occupied  office  space,  circulation 
corridors,  and  the  elevator  core. 

The  last  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  p.  133  of  the  EIR  has  been 
deleted  and  replaced  with  the  following: 
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"The  blank  wall  created  by  locating  the  elevator  core  at  the  rear  of 
the  Maskey  Building  would  visually  detract  from  long-distance, 
mid-range  and  upper  level  views  of  the  Maskey  Building  and  Kearny  St. 
frontage  of  the  project  site.    Pedestrian  and  street-level  views 
would  be  essentially  unaltered  as  the  elevator  core  would  be  set  back 
at  least  50  ft.  from  the  front  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building." 

COMMENT 

"On  Page  12  [132  of  the  EIR],  Lines  6  through  10,  it  begins  with  the  word 
'design,'  and  it's  very  hard  to  understand.    I  read  it  three  or  four  times. 
It  is  just  a  paragraph  that  needs  clarification."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

The  last  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  132  of  the  EIR  has  been 
revised  as  shown  below: 

"Design  features  would  have  to  be  incorporated  into  the  entrance  of 
the  surface-level  loading  area  to  minimize  urban  design  effects  on 
the  Mechanics'  Institute;  similar  design  features  would  also  have  to 
be  incorporated  into  the  project  to  minimize  effects  of  the  loading 
ramp  planned  for  Post  St." 

COMMENTS 

"On  Page  44,  in  the  table  it  says  that  retaining  75%  of  the  exterior  of  the 
Maskey  Building  probably  couldn't  be  achieved  given  the  Building  Code 
requirements.    It  seems  a  pretty  generalized  assumption.    And  if  they  can  make 
that  assumption,  I  think  they  ought  to  have  to  show  documentation  for  why  they 
could  not.    I  didn't  personally  believe  it.    But  I  think  that  is  a  problem." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

"We  [Heritage]  would  agree. . .[with  Commissioner  Bierman' s]  skepticism. . .[of 
the]  finding  that  75%  of  the  exterior  walls  could  not  be  maintained  and  bring 
the  building  up  to  code  because  it  is  a  steel-framed  building.  Many 
steel-framed  buildings  throughout  the  City  of  that  period  have  been  restored 
for  seismic  codes.    And  we,  in  general,  think  it  could  be  feasibly  restored." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

The  first  sentence  under  Status  of  Project  Alternative,  Alternative  B.la 
has  been  deleted  from  p.  178  of  the  EIR. 

COMMENT 

"There  was  a  cotmient  made  that  the  square  footage  of  the  banking  portion  of 
the  first  floor  would  be  severely  limited  by  retaining  the  Maskey  Building  and 
the  75%  preservation  alternative.    We  see  no  reason  why  that  should  be  the 
case,  that  the  exterior  wall  on  that  side  could  easily  be  penetrated,  perhaps 
the  entire  wall  could  be  supported  on  a  steel  frame  at  the  lower  floor, 
allowing  the  connection  through  the  entire  ground  floor  of  that  block  to  equal 
the  same  amount  of  square  footage  as  the  other  alternatives."    (Grant  Dehart) 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


RESPONSE 

Page  133  of  the  EIR  states  that  one  reason  for  the  sponsor's  rejection  of 
an  alternative  that  would  retain  75%  of  the  Maskey  Building  is  that  the 
corner  savings  branch  space  of  2,750  sq.  ft.  provided  in  this  alternative 
would  not  meet  the  main  savings  branch  requirements  of  San  Francisco 
Federal.    Page  132  of  the  EIR  states  that  this  space  limitation  could  be 
mitigated  by  locating  the  savings  branch  in  the  5,500  sq.  ft.  ground-level 
of  the  Maskey  Building. 

The  sentence  below  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  on 
p.  132  of  the  EIR: 

"If  structurally  feasible,  the  additional  savings  branch  space  could 
be  provided  by  extending  into  the  ground-level  of  the  Maskey 
Building." 

COMMENT 

"[Alternative  B,  Variant  4,]  should  be  rejected  and  removed  from 

Alternative  B.    If  discussed  at  all,  it  should  only  be  discussed  as  a  variant 

of  the  proposed  action. 

"Contrary  to  the  description,  this  variant  would  not  retain  part  of  the 
character  of  the  Maskey  Building.    Retention  of  architectural  hardware  such  as 
stained  glass  transoms  and  decorative  railings  cannot  retain  the  architectural 
character  of  a  building  as  distinctive  and  significant  as  the  Maskey,  any  more 
than  applying  Mercedes  hubcaps  on  a  Pinto  station  wagon  retains  some  of  the 
character  of  a  Mercedes. 

"We  strongly  urge  the  Commission  to  discourage  the  project  sponsor  and 
architects  from  further  consideration  of  this  alternative."    (Grant  Dehart) 

"Page  127.    I  find  in  light  of  the  importance  of  the  Maskey  Building,  a  rather 
pitiful  suggestion,  to  just  restore  the  entrance  of  that  building...    It  just 
doesn't  fit  with  what  we  all  are  looking  for."    (Commissioner  Bierman) 

RESPONSE 

Alternative  B,  Variant  4  has  been  deleted  from  pp.  126-128  of  the  DEIR. 
This  alternative  is  no  longer  being  considered  by  the  project  sponsor  and 
architect. 


Alternative  C:    Combined  Housing  and  Office  Development 
COMMENTS 

"We  question  the  value  of  providing  on-site  housing  combined  with  new 
development  on  this  small,  restrictive  site.    Since  provision  of  on-site 
housing  would  further  limit  the  sponsor's  ability  to  save  the  Maskey  Building, 
we  suggest  that  the  housing  impacts  of  this  proposal  be  mitigated  by  the 
City's  proposed  Downtown  Office/Housing  Production  Program."    (Grant  Dehart) 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


RESPONSE 

Comment  is  acknowledged.  See  Housing  Mitigation  discussion  on  p.  246-247 
for  the  mitigations  currently  under  consideration  by  the  sponsor. 


Alternative  D:    Development  Conforming  To  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
COMMENTS 

"Page  132,  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  one  of  the  guidelines  speaks  to 
preservation.    And  in  this  Guiding  Downtown  Development  alternative,  there 
isn't  a  mention  of  it.    I  don 't  know  how  that  happened  or  could  happen." 
(Commissioner  Bierman) 

"The  alternative  described  [Alternative  D]  would  not  comply  with  the  intent  of 
Guiding  Downtown  Development  because  it  does  not  save  either  the  Maskey 
BTTllding  or  the  Bullock  and  Jones  Building  —  both  on  the  Commission's  list  of 
•significant  buildings'  incorporated  with  the  Guidelines. 

"It  is  the  concern  of  the  Guidelines  the  'new  construction  and  development  in 
the  downtown  area  not  result  in  both  the  actual  and  contextual  destruction  of 
landmark  and  historic  and  architecturally  significant  buildings.'  The 
illustrated  alternative  would  destroy  both. 

"One  objective  of  the  Conservation  District  outlined  in  GDD  indicates  that  the 
'conservation  of  the  area's  architectural  resources  requires  preservation  of 
those  buildings  that  contribute  to  the  visual  richness  of  the  street,  the 
sense  of  historic  continuity  and  the  overall  architectural  excellence  and 
design  unity.'    The  illustrated  alternative  does  not  preserve  significant 
buildings  on  the  site  and  therefore  does  not  meet  this  objective. 

"Furthermore,  the  requirements  for  the  Conservation  District  of  which  this 
block  is  part,  are  that  the  Commission  may  not  authorize  a  building  or 
structure  which  proposes  to  demolish  a  'significant'  structure  unless 
reasonable  use  cannot  be  made  of  the  significant  building.    This  illustrated 
alternative  does  not  reflect  this  requirement,  nor  does  it  conform  to  GDD  as 
claimed. 

"Since  this  illustrated  alternative  does  not  conform  to  GDD  and  it  is  the 
Commission's  intent  (under  Resolution  8982)  to  adopt  as  controls  for  projects 
restrictions  such  as  those  proposed  in  the  Guidelines,  the  Commission  should 
require  this  alternative  to  be  redescribed.    As  suggested  above,  one  variant 
should  adhere  to  the  intent  of  the  preservation  policies  of  GDD  or  demonstrate 
that  'reasonable  use  cannot  be  made  of  the  significant  building.'    We  believe 
that  reasonable  use  can  be  made  of  the  Maskey  Building,  even  in  the  absence  of 
preservation  bonuses  and  TDRs,  as  discussed  in  the  new  alternative  proposed 
above,  or  other  alternatives  discussed  in  Alternative  B,  Variant  1.  Another 
variant  should  illustrate  adherence  to  GDD,  assuming  that,  by  the  time  the 
project  is  authorized,  the  bonuses  and  TDRs  preserving  significant  buildings 
will  be  in  effect."    (Grant  Dehart) 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"On  Page  131,  Alternative  D,  illustrated,  does  not  comply  with  the  spirit  or 
intent  of  6DD  as  claimed.    This  is  discussed  in  more  detail  in  (B)  above." 
(Grant  DeharE") 

"...two  variants  on  Alternative  D,  conforming  more  closely  to  the  Guiding 
Downtown  Development  policies  for  preservation  of  significant  buildings:  one 
based"  on  po  1  icies  applicable  under  the  interim  zoning  guidelines,  and  another 
delaying  authorization  of  the  proposal  until  all  of  the  preservation  bonuses 
and  incentives  proposed  in  Guiding  Downtown  Development  can  be  authorized, 
such  as  the  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDR)."    (ITrant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

Alternative  D,  contained  on  pp.  131-137  of  the  DEIR,  has  been  replaced 
with  the  following  discussion:    (see  pp.  144-149  of  the  EIR) 

"D  -  ALTERNATIVE  CONFORMING  TO  GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT 


"This  alternative  would  consist  of  a  structure  similar  to  Alternative 
B,  Variant  l.a,  but  consistent  with  the  12:1  FAR  (exclusive  of 
allowable  floor  area  bonuses)  limit  proposed  for  the  C-3-0  Use 
District  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning' s  report  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  (GDD),  May  1981.    The  alternative  design  would  retain  75% 
of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building,  and  would  construct  new 
towers  on  either  side  and  at  the  rear  portion  of  the  Maskey  Building 
(see  EIR,  pp.  125-133).    This  alternative  would  contain  about  170,950 
gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  13  office  floors  of  above  ground-floor 
retail  and  savings  branch  space,  and  would  be  about  205  ft.  in 
height;  see  Figure  23,  p.  145  (p.  297  of  this  document).    The  project 
would  be  located  in  the  400-S  Height  District  proposed  in  GDD, 
requiring  that  the  average  floor  area  above  65  ft.  not  exceed 
20,000  sq.  ft.,  and  that  the  average  floor  area  of  floors  above  the 
midpoint  of  the  height  of  the  building  be  2/15ths  (13%)  less  than  the 
average  floor  area  of  floors  below  the  building  midpoint  (GDD  pp. 
A-4-A-5).    In  this  alternative,  the  average  floor  area  above  65  ft. 
would  be  about  9,000  sq.  ft.;  floor  area  above  the  midpoint  would  be 
9,000  sq.  ft.  or  about  2/15ths  less  than  the  average  floor  area  of 
10,300  sq.  ft.  below  the  midpoint. 

"No  additional  FAR  would  be  allowed  in  this  alternative  because  the 
alternative  would  not  contain  housing  or  transfer  of  development 
rights  from  retaining  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building.  Ground-level 
retail  space  of  less  than  2,000  sq.  ft.  per  use  would  be  included  in 
this  alternative;  however,  development  of  the  site  would  result  in  a 
net  loss  of  existing  ground-level  retail  space,  so  that,  while  not 
specified  in  GDD,  it  is  assumed  that  the  ground-level  retail  bonus 
would  not  be  applicable.    Additional  floor  area  increases  from 
transfer  of  development  rights  from  significant  buildings  would  not 
be  applicable  because  this  alternative  would  demolish  the  60  Kearny 
St.  Building.    Proposed  GDD  guidelines  would  permit  transfer  of 
unused  development  rights  to  any  other  site  in  the  same  zoning 
district  'unless  development  of  the  site  would  result  in  the 
destruction  or  substantial  alteration  of  another  significant 
building.' 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"The  project  site  is  located  in  the  proposed  Conservation  District 
No.  1,  requiring  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  City  Planning 
Commission  for  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and 
alteration  of  the  Maskey  Building.    A  project  that  would  retain  the 
entire  60  Kearny  St.  and  Maskey  structures  would  be  the  No-Project 
Alternative  as  development  could  only  occur  on  three  noncontiguous 
parcels,  each  containing  a  site  area  of  3,000  sq.  ft.  or  less  (see 
p.  140  for  a  discussion  of  this  alternative).    Under  6DD  the 
Commission  could  authorize  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building 
if  it  determines  that  reasonable  use  cannot  be  made  of  the 
significant  building  after  taking  into  account  the  availablity  of 
transfer  of  development  rights  (see  also  pp.  157-159  of  the  EIR). 
The  Commission  may  issue  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  demolition 
of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  given  preservation  of  75%  of  the  Maskey 
Building,  the  location  of  the  site's  two  rated  buildings  on 
non-contiguous  lots,  the  small  size  of  the  lot  which  reduces  the 
planning  flexibility  of  the  site,  and  the  previous  substantial 
alteration  of  the  exterior  of  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building. 

"As  in  Alternative  B,  Variant  l.a,  reasonable  use  could  be  made  of 
the  Maskey  Building  by  placing  the  internal  circulation  core  in  the 
location  of  the  existing  light  well  of  the  Maskey  Building.  Proposed 
requirements  of  Conservation  District  No.  1  state  that  if  a  project 
involves  facade  retention,  the  retention  shall  be  accomplished  so 
that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  building  abutting  the  facade  is 
retained  or  new  floors  are  integrated  with  the  floors  of  the  retained 
facade,  and  generally  that  the  building  be  designed  to  give  the 
appearance  of  an  intact  single  structure  (GDD  p.  F-14).  This 
alternative  would  comply  with  these  requirements  by  retaining  75%  of 
the  Maskey  Building  and  by  integrating  the  six  lower  floors  of  the 
new  building  with  the  existing  floors  of  the  Maskey  Building. 

"Table  21,  p. 147  (p.  298  of  this  document)  sunmiarizes  and  compares 
the  major  development  controls  contained  in  GDD  to  the  project  as 
proposed. 

"Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  incorporate  a  work 
of  art  into  the  public  entrance  alcove  located  opposite  Maiden  Lane. 
The  proposed  art  requirement  in  GDD  specifies  that  investment  in  art 
be  equal  to  at  least  1%  of  total  construction  cost. 

"The  proposed  recreation  and  open  space  requirement  contained  in  GDD 
might  be  met  in  this  alternative  by  providing  approximately  6,850  sq. 
ft.  of  open  space.    This  open  space  would  be  provided  in  a  variety  of 
ways,  including  a  through-block  pedestrian  way  (see  GDD  p.  C-10) 
extending  from  the  entrance  alcove  opposite  Maiden  Lane  to  Post  St. 
(2,250  sq.  ft.);  a  rooftop  garden  (GDD,  p.  C-17)  above  the  Maskey 
Building  (1,550  sq.  ft.);  a  roof  terrace  at  the  upper  levels  of  the 
portion  of  the  project  facing  Maiden  Lane  (1,250  sq.  ft.);  and  three 
terrace  decks  (GDD,  p.  C-17)  on  each  of  the  step  backs  at  the  upper 
levels  of  the  new  structure  (1,800  total  sq.  ft./300  sq.  ft,  each). 
The  3,050  sq.  ft.  of  terrace  space  would  be  used  by  building 
employees,  and  would  not  be  accessible  to  the  public.  Proposed 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


guidelines  in  6 DP  require  that  view  and  sun  terraces  be  open  and 
accessible  to  the  public,  and  include  seating  and  food  and  beverage 
service  (GOD,  p.  C-17),  so  these  terraces  would  not  strictly  comply. 
Incorporation  of  these  features  would  require,  by  Code,  larger 
stairwells  for  public  access,  further  reducing  the  usable  floor  area 
in  this  alternative  design.    To  forego  the  public  access  and  food  and 
beverage  requirements,  the  project  sponsor  would  have  to  request  a 
variance  from  the  GDP  proposal  from  the  City  Planning  Pepartment, 
Such  variations  wou Id  be  permitted  if  a  project  design  is  considered 
to  result  in  'a  more  unique  and  interesting  feature  adding  to  the 
diversity  of  downtown  attractions'  (GPP,  p.  C-16).    The  entrance 
alcove,  incorporating  a  work  of  art,  and  the  three  upper-level  step 
backs  which  would  provide  a  visual  terminius  to  Maiden  Lane  might  be 
considered  a  unique  and  interesting  feature  of  the  project  design  to 
meet  this  criterion, 

"This  alternative  would  have  ground-floor  uses  similar  to  those  in 
Alternative  B.la.    A  corner  savings  branch  of  2,750  sq.  ft.,  and 
retail/resturant  space  5,500  in  the  ground  level  of  the  Maskey 
Building  and  the  portion  of  the  building  occupying  Lot  7.    The  public 
entrance  alcove,  and  the  Post  St.  entrance  ramp  to  the  basement  level 
would  be  retained  in  this  alternative. 

Land  use,  wind,  shadow,  and  urban  design  impacts  of  this  alternative 
would  be  slightly  less  than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  as  the 
alternative  design  would  contain  approximately  30,000  sq.  ft.  less 
floor  area  and  would  be  about  25  ft.  shorter  than  the  proposed 
structure.    This  alternative  would  accommodate  an  estimated  650 
employees,  120  less  than  the  project. 

"An  alternative  complying  with  GPP  would  have  fewer  transportation 
and  circulation  impacts  in  comparison  to  the  proposed  building 
because  of  the  decreased  size  of  the  alternative  building.  This 
alternative  would  increase  the  parking  deficit  at  the  project  site  as 
no  long-term  parking  would  be  permitted.    Two  off-street  loading  bays 
would  be  provided,  as  would  be  included  in  the  proposed  project. 
However,  these  spaces  would  be  provided  at  surface  level  off  of 
Post  St.    Subsurface  loading  could  not  be  provided  in  this 
alternative  because  there  would  not  be  adequate  vertical  clearance 
under  the  retained  Maskey  structure  (see  pp.  130-132  of  the  EIR  for 
further  discussion  of  this  site  constraint).    Access  to  off-street 
loading  facilities  would  be  from  Post  St.,  a  transit  preferential 
street,  requiring  that  freight  loading  and  service  vehicle  spaces  be 
completely  enclosed  within  the  building,  which  is  proposed  by  this 
alternative. 

"An  alternative  conforming  to  the  transportation  guidelines  of  GOP 
would  affect  long-range  transporation  conditions  and  planning  in  the 
downtown  area  by  providing  a  transportation  broker  responsible  for 
conducting  programs  among  building  tenants  and  employees  to  encourage 
carpooling,  ridesharing  and  transit  use,  and  by  participating  in 
studies  of  the  feasil ibility  of  intercept  parking  in  the  downtown 
area  (GPP,  p.  14). 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"To  comply  with  the  proposed  housing  development  provisions  contained 
in  GDP,  the  sponsor  would  'cause  to  construct  and/or  rehabilitate  in 
San  Francisco  640  sq.  ft.  of  residential  space  (approximately 
0.9  dwelling  units  for  each  1,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space,'  ODD, 
p.  E-1).    Based  on  this  housing  demand  formula,  net  demand  wou  Id  be 
generated  for  about  105  units  of  housing,  20  units  fewer  than  would 
ti  demanded  by  the  proposed  project.    To  mitigate  this  expected 
demand,  the  sponsor  would  propose  to  provide  a  low-interest  housing 
finance  measure  such  as  the  one  currently  under  consideration  (see 
V.  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  104a-105). 

"SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTING  ALTERNATIVE 

"The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  of  the 
reduced  size  oip  the  corner  savings  branch  and  typical  office  floors 
provided  in  this  alternative.    See  also  the  sponsor's  reason  for 
rejecting  Alternative  B,  Variant  la,  p.  133." 


ALTERNATIVE  F:    Moving  Full  Facade  of  Maskey  Building  Opposite  Maiden  Lane 
COMMENT 

"...other  alternatives  discussed  with  the  Planning  staff,  but  not  illustrated 
in  the  DEIR,  such  as  moving  the  Maskey  Building  to  the  southern  property  line 
of  Lot  7  and  construction  of  a  tower  on  the  remaining  property." 
(Grant  Dehart) 

RESPONSE 

Alternative  F,  see  pp.  160-167  of  the  EIR  for  an  analysis  of  this 
alternative. 


D.    STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


Two  new  alternatives.  Alternatives  H  and  I,  have  been  added  to  the  end  of 
Chapter  VII  of  the  EIR,  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project. 

"ALTERNATIVE  H  -    FOUR-BAY  MASKEY  FACADE  WITH  A  340  FT. -HIGH  CORNER 
TOWER 

"San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  is  considering  development  of  the 
site  with  the  following  elements: 

moving  a  four-bay  facade  of  the  Maskey  Building  to  Lot  7,  opposite 
Maiden  Lane,  behind  which  a  new  six-story  building  would  be 
constructed; 

constructing  a  25-story,  340-ft.-high  corner  tower  on  Lots  8,  9,  10 
and  11;  and 
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transferring  approximately  39,000  sq.  ft.  of  permitted  gross  floor 
area  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  (City  Landmark  No.  134),  which 
abuts  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  project  site. 

"This  alternative  is  similar  to  the  conceptual  design  presented  in 
Alternative  6  (see  EIR,  pp.  168-175),  but  represents  a  more  detailed 
design  of  that  alternative. 

"The  major  difference  between  Alternative  H  and  Alternative  I,  (see 
below),  is  that  Alternative  H  would  move  the  reduced,  four-bay  facade  of 
the  Maskey  Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane,  and  Alternative  H  would  move  a 
full  or  six-bay  facade.    The  width  of  the  reduced  facade  would  be  about 
42  ft.,  or  24  ft.  less  than  the  full  Maskey  facade  width  of  66  ft.  The 
reduced  Maskey  facade  would  be  approximately  the  width  of  Maiden  Lane. 
The  intent  of  Alternative  H  would  be  to  reduce  the  Maskey  facade  so  that 
the  central  bays  of  the  facade  would  terminate  the  axial  view  down  Maiden 
Lane  from  Union  Square. 

"The  transfer  of  approximately  39,000  sq.  ft.  from  the  Mechanics' 
Institute  would  allow  development  of  238,445  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area 
at  a  FAR  of  16.7:1.    The  corner  tower  would  contain  about  224,045  gross 
sq.  ft.  of  floor  area;  and  the  structure  behind  the  four-bay  Maskey  facade 
would  contain  about  14,400  gross  sq.  ft.  (see  Figure  36,  p.  302). 

"Alternative  H  would  provide  a  corner  savings  branch  of  approximately 
6,000  useable  sq.  ft.,  and  ground-floor  retail  space  in  the  four-bay 
Maskey  structure  of  about  2,100  leaseable  sq.  ft.  (see  Figure 
37-Alternati ve  H,  p.  303).    All  or  several  of  the  upper  five  floors  of  the 
four-bay  Maskey  structure  would  be  leased  to  one  or  more  multi-floor 
retail  tenants,  providing  up  to  12,600  leaseable  (14,400  gross)  sq.  ft.  of 
retail  use  (including  the  ground-floor).    This  alternative  would  contain 
about  218,045  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  if  all  six  floors  of  the  Maskey 
facade  structure  were  to  be  in  retail  use.    The  entrance  to  the  office 
elevator  lobby  would  be  on  Kearny  St.;  the  lobby  would  contain  about  1,200 
gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area.    The  typical  office  floor  would  contain  about 
10,800  sq.  ft.  of  leaseable  floor  area. 

"The  340-ft.-high  tower  would  have  a  cylindrical  treatment  at  the  corner 
axis  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.    The  exterior  of  the  tower  would  be  light  in 
color;  exterior  materials  currently  under  consideration  are  pre-cast 
concrete,  granite,  and  tile.    Windows  would  be  of  clear  or  light-tinted 
glass.    The  corner  savings  branch  would  be  designed  to  include  a  high 
ceiling,  set  backs  with  high  pictures  windows  along  the  Post  and  Kearny 
St.  frontages,  and  a  circular  customer  lobby  that  would  complement  the 
cylindrical  treatment  of  the  corner  axis  of  the  building. 

"This  alternative  would  require  demolition  of  the  60  Kearny  St,  Building, 
as  would  the  proposed  project.    Four-bays  of  the  Maskey  facade  would  be 
retained,  and  the  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store  would  be  moved  and 
reconstructed  opposite  Maiden  Lane.    The  project  proposes  complete 
demolition  of  the  exterior  of  the  Maskey  Building,  but  would  retain 
stained  glass  panels  above  the  entrance  bays  of  the  building.  The 
transfer  of  unused  development  rights  from  the  Mechanics'  Institute  would 
help  ensure  future  preservation  of  this  City  Landmark  by  removing  econonlc 
incentives  for  replacing  it  with  a  larger  building. 
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"Approximately  12  parking  spaces  and  two  loading  bays  would  be  provided  in 
the  basement  level  of  the  project.    Access  to  the  basement  level  would  be 
provided  from  Post  St.    The  two  off-street  loading  spaces  provided  in  this 
alternative  would  meet  requirements  of  Section  154  of  the  City  Planning 
Code,  for  a  minimum  length  of  10  ft.  and  length  of  35  ft.,  but  would  not 
meet  the  vertical  clearance  requirement  of  14  ft.,  as  only  a  13  ft. 
clearance  could  be  provided  given  the  size  of  the  site  and  the  location  of 
the  central  elevator  core.    Therefore,  the  sponsor  would  request  a 
variance  from  vertical  clearance  requirements,  as  provided  for  in  Section 
305  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    Based  on  a  June  1981  survey  of  Embarcadero 
One,  Two,  and  Three  Centers  and  the  Center  City  Circulation  Program, 
approximately  75%  to  80%  of  all  deliveries  to  the  project  si te "would  be 
made  in  trucks  that  require  a  clearance  of  13  ft.  or  less. /I/ 

The  project  would  generally  address  the  interim  off-street  freight  loading 
requirements  established  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9286 
(adopted  January  21,  1982).    As  with  the  existing  City  Planning  Code 
requirements,  the  project  would  not  be  able  to  meet  the  vertical  clearance 
of  14  ft.  specified  in  the  interim  guidelines.    Interim  controls  require 
that  the  combined  total  width  of  freight  loading  ingress  and  egress  not 
exceed  33%  of  any  single  street  frontage  in  one  development.  The 
surface-level  loading  would  require  about  30%  of  the  Post  St.  frontage  and 
so  would  meet  this  requirement.    Interim  controls  establish  a  maximum 
permitted  single  curb  cut  of  24  ft.  to  handle  surface  level  loading  area; 
a  minimum  curb  cut  of  35  ft.  would  be  required  for  access  to  surface  level 
loading  areas  on  Post  St.,  which  would  not  meet  this  requirement.  For 
comparison,  the  entrance  ramp  planned  for  the  project  would  require  a  curb 
cut  of  14  ft. 

Like  the  proposed  project,  off-street  freight  loading  spaces  would  be 
directly  accessible  to  freight  elevators.    Directories  of  building  tenants 
would  be  provided  at  all  freight  elevators,  and  a  raised  loading 
dock/receiving  area  would  be  provided  with  sufficient  dimensions  to 
provide  for  short  term  storage  of  goods. 

"The  340-ft.-high  corner. tower  would  be  110  ft.  taller  than  the  height  of 
the  proposed  project  height  of  230  ft.    As  with  the  proposed  project,  this 
alternative  would  have  no  shadow  effects  on  the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop 
plaza  or  glass-dome  roof  of  the  Lick  Place  Galleria  during  summer  months 
or  during  the  noon  hour  of  any  time  of  the  year.    If  constructed. 
Alternative  H  would  contribute  to  the  complete  (100%)  shading  of  the 
proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  during  spring  and  autumn,  with  this 
alternative  design  casting  50%  of  the  shadows  and  the  Aetna  Building  and 
Crocker  Tower  casting  the  remaining  50%  of  shadows  (see  Figure  38, 
p.  305).    For  comparison,  the  project  would  contribute  to  80%  shading  of 
the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza,  with  the  project  casting  15%  of  the 
shadows  during  spring  and  autumn  months.    Complete  shading  of  the  rooftop 
plaza  during  spring  and  autumn  months  would  occur  in  the  afternoon  for 
about  one  hour  (between  2:30  and  3:30  p.m.). 

"Due  to  the  decreased  west-facing  massing  above  the  four-bay  Maskey 
structure,  wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  those  of 
the  project. 
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Existing  Shadows 


Alternative  Shadows 


3  P.M.  Mid-December 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Sct«nc«  A*soci*t«s.  Inc. 


FIGURE  38:  ALTERNATIVE  H  - 

Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
on  Crocker  Rooftop  Plaza 
and  Lick  Place  GaHeria 
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VIII.    Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"About  915  to  935  persons  would  be  employed  in  this  alternative,  as 
compared  to  project  employment  of  770  persons;  the  number  of  employees 
would  vary  depending  on  how  of  the  many  upper  level  floors  of  the  four-bay 
Maskey  structure  would  be  used  for  retail  space.    Net  housing  demand  of 
Alternative  H  would  be  about  155  to  165  units,  30  to  40  units  more  than 
the  project  demand  of  125  units. 

"Alternative  H  would  consume  about  20%  more  electricity  and  natural  gas 
than  would  the  proposed  project.    Approximately  20%  more  p.m.  peak-hour 
vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  by  this  alternative;  levels  of  service  at 
critical  intersections  would  not  change  from  those  described  for  the 
project  on  p.  79  of  the  EIR.    Like  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative 
would  not  cause  any  violations  of  state  or  federal  air  quality  standards. 
Eight  hour-average  and  one-hour  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide  would  be 
the  same  as  those  described  for  the  project  on  p.  90  of  the  DEIR  (about  a 
1%  increase). 

"Alternative  H  is  the  alternative  that  is  preferred  by  the  project  sponsor 
and  architects.    Given  preservation  and  relocation  of  the  four-bay  Maskey 
facade,  this  alternative  would  meet  San  Francisco  Federal's  floor  area 
requirements  for  a  main  savings  branch,  would  provide  efficient  leaseable 
office  floor  areas;  and  would  result  in  a  suitable  design  for  its 
headquarters  building. /2/    Replacement  of  the  existing  main  savings  branch 
(approximately  5,000  sq.  ft.,  including  storage)  with  an  efficiently 
designed  savings  branch  of  about  6,000  sq.  ft.  would  allow  San  Francisco 
Federal  to  improve  its  operations  by  providing  the  following  elements  in 
the  main  savings  and  loan  hall: 

an  increase  in  the  number  of  teller  stations  from  eight  to  12 
an  increase  in  the  number  of  new  accounts  desks  from  six  to  eight 
a  public  vault,  coupon  booths,  and  a  conference  room  (none  of  which 
are  provided  in  the  existing  main  branch  office) 
backroom  storage  and  worker  areas 

"The  sponsor  believes  that  the  four-bay  Maskey  alternative  would  allow 
location  of  the  elevator  core  so  that  efficient  typical  office  floor  areas 
(10,800  gross  sq.  ft.)  could  be  achieved. /2/    From  an  urban  design 
standpoint,  the  sponsor  believes  that  this  alternative  would  enhance  the 
view  corridor  down  Maiden  Lane  from  Union  Square. /2/ 


"NOTE  -  Alternative  H 

"/!/  DKS  Associates,  letter  report  sent  to  Kenneth  Vais,  Architect, 
Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill,  July  20,  1981;  and  Department  of  City 
Planning,  December  1979,  Center  City  Circulation  Program,  Goods  Movement 
Study,  Working  Paper  No.  Y.    Both  of  these  references  are  on  f i le  and 
available  ror^pubTTc  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450 
McAllister,  5th  Floor.    The  June  1981  survey  of  service  deliveries  at  the 
Embarcadero  One,  Two  and  Three  Centers  indicates  that  80%  of  the 
deliveries  were  made  by  pickups  (37.3%)  or  small  vans  (42.3%),  which 
require  verticle  clearances  of  less  than  13  ft.    The  remaining  20%  of 
service  deliveries  were  by  semi-trucks,  single-unit  vehicles  and  walk-in 
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vans  which  would  require  verticle  heights  of  up  to  13.6  ft.,  and  lengths 
ranging  from  30  to  65  ft.    The  1979  Center  City  Circulation  Program 
indicates  that  75%  to  78%  of  all  deliveries  would  be15y  pickups  and  small 
vans,  and  that  the  remaining  21%  to  25%  of  the  deliveries  would  be  by 
semi -trucks,  single-unit  trucks,  and  walk-in  vans. 

'72/    Patrick  H.  Price,  Executive  Vice  President,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  personal  communication,  May  18,  1982." 


"ALTERNATIVE  I  -  SIX-BAY  MASKEY  FACADE  WITH  A  370  FT. -HIGH  CORNER 
TOWER 

"Alternative  I  would  include  design  elements  similar  to  Alternative  H, 
except  that  this  alternative  would  move  a  full  or  six-bay  facade  of  the 
Maksey  Building  opposite  Maiden  Lane  (see  Figure  39,  p.  309).  This 
alternative  is  similar  to  the  conceptual  design  presented  in  Alternative  F 
(see  EIR,  pp.  160-167),  but  represents  a  more  detailed  design  of  that 
proposal.    Alternative  I  would  contain  a  total  of  238,445  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
floor  area,  39,000  sq.  ft.  of  which  would  be  transferred  from  the 
Mechanics'  Institute  (City  Landmark  No.  134).    Like  Alternative  H,  the 
site  would  be  developed  at  a  FAR  of  16.7:1.    The  25-story,  corner  tower 
would  be  370  ft.  tall  and  would  contain  approximately  217,445  gross  sq. 
ft.  of  floor  area;  the  low-rise  Maskey  facade  structure  on  Lot  7  would 
contain  about  21,000  gross  (19,200  leaseable)  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area. 

"The  ground-floor  of  this  alternative  would  contain  a  5000-sq.-ft.  corner 
savings  branch,  a  900  sq.  ft.  office  tower  lobby,  with  access  from  Kearny 
St.,  and  a  retail  space  of  3,500  gross  (3,200  leaseable)  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area  in  the  Maskey  structure    (see  Figure  37-Alternative  I,  p.  303).  As 
in  Alternative  H,  several  or  all  of  the  upper  five  floors  of  the  Maskey 
structure  could  be  leased  to  one  or  more  multi -floor  retail  tenants,  which 
would  provide  up  to  21,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space  at  the  project 
site;  the  project  proposes  1,600  sq.  ft.  of  retail  space.    If  all  six 
floors  of  the  six-bay  Maskey  facade  structure  were  used  for  retail, 
approximately  212,445  gross  sq.  ft.  office  space  would  be  provided  In  this 
alternative.    Typical  office  floors  would  contain  about  10,600  gross 
sq.  ft. 

"The  basement  level  would  contain  up  to  12  parking  spaces  and  two  loading 
bays;  a  variance  from  verticle  clearance  requirements  would  be  required 
for  this  alternative  as  discussed  above  for  Alternative  H  (see  pp.  304). 

"Alternative  I  would  have  a  cylindrical  treatment  at  the  corner  axis  of 
the  tower.    This  alternative  would  also  incorporate  high  ceilings,  a 
circular  customer  lobby,  and  set  backs  along  the  Post  and  Kearny  St. 
corner  frontages  of  the  project.    The  elevator  core  of  the  project  would 
extend  the  full  height  of  the  corner  tower  and  be  visible  above  the 
six-bay  Maskey  facade  structure.  The  core  would  extend  about  24  ft.  over 
the  structure,  and  would  be  set  back  about  23  ft.  from  the  Kearny  St. 
frontage . 
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FIGURE  39:  Alternative  I 
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"Alternative  I  would  retain  and  relocate  all  six  bays  of  the  Maskey 
Building  and  the  interior  of  the  Tie  Rack  store  opposite  Maiden  Lane.  The 
60  Kearny  St.  building  would  be  demolished  as  in  the  proposed  project. 

"The  corner  tower  would  be  140  ft.  taller  and  nine  stories  more  than  the 
project.    Wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  those  of  the 
project,  and  slightly  less  than  Alternaitve  H  because  of  the  wider 
west-facing  gap  above  the  six-bay  Maskey  facade  structure.    Shadow  effects 
on  the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza  and  Lick  Place  Galleria  would  be  the 
same  as  those  described  for  Alternative  H  (see  Figure  40,  p.  310,  and  the 
discussion  on  pp.  304). 

"An  estimated  910  to  940  persons  would  be  employed  in  this  alternative, 
140  to  170  persons  more  than  would  be  employed  by  the  project.    The  net 
increase  in  housing  demand  would  be  about  160  to  170  units,  as  compared  to 
a  project  demand  of  125  units. 

"Energy  consumption  and  p.m.  peak  hour  trip  generation  would  be  20% 
greater  than  the  project.    Air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the 
proposed  project  and  would  not  result  in  violations  of  any  state  of 
federal  standards. 

"SPONSOR'S  REASON  FOR  REJECTION  /I/ 

"San  Francisco  Federal  has  made  a  commitment  to  retain  and  relocate  a 
four-bay  Maskey  facade  as  part  of  its  proposed  headquarters  project. 
Relocation  of  a  six-bay  facade  would  not  permit  the  sponsor  to  meet  its 
objective  of  providing  more  efficient  space  at  the  project  site. 
Alternative  I  has  been  rejected  because,  in  comparison  to  Alternative  H, 
it  would  reduce  the  size  of  the  main  savings  branch  hall,  and  decrease  the 
size  of  the  headquarters  entrance  lobby  and  typical  floor  area.    A  main 
savings  branch  of  5,000  sq.  ft.  would  provide  eight  to  ten  teller  stations 
(two  to  four  less  than  the  desired  number);  reduce  work  room  and  storage 
space;  and  would  eliminate  the  walk-in  vault  and  conference  room  space 
(functions  which  currently  are  not  provided  at  the  site).    In  comparison 
to  Alternative  H,  the  preferred  project  alternative.  Alternative  I  would 
reduce  the  lobby  area  from  1,200  to  900  sq.  ft.;  typcial  floor  areas  would 
be  reduced  from  10,800  to  10,600  resulting  in  an  overall  loss  of  about 
5,000  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  in  the  25-story  tower.    The  sponsor  also 
believes  that  the  architectural  quality  of  the  Maskey  facade  and  its 
headquarters  project  would  be  diminished  by  the  intrusion  of  the  elevator 
core  over  the  Maskey  facade  structure,  which  would  be  visible  and  extend 
the  full  height  of  the  corner  tower. 


"NOTE  -  Alternative  I 

"/I/  Patrick  H.  Price,  Executive  Vice  President,  San  Francisco  Federal 
Savings  and  Loan  Association,  personal  communication.  May  18,  1982." 
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Maximum  Shadow  Effects 
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and  Lick  Place  Galleria 
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MISCELLANEOUS 

The  following  miscellaneous  changes  have  been  made  to  the  : 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Page  3,  third  full  paragraph,  line  one,  change  the  first  phrase  to:  "The 
scale  of  the  project  would  attempt  to  visually  relate..." 

Page  12,  line  five  of  the  second  paragraph,  change  the  phrase  "cornice 
1 ine"  to  "belt  course. " 

A.  LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

Page  51,  second  paragraph,  add  the  following  phrase  to  the  end  of  the 
paragraph:    "of  greater  regularity." 

B.  URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  proposed  Maiden  Lane  Improvement  Plan  is  no  longer  under  consideration 
by  the  Maiden  Lane  Merchants  Association  and  building  owners.    Delete  the 
third  paragraph  on  p.  25  of  the  EIR,  the  last  sentence  on  p.  51,  and  the 
second  (full)  mitigation  measure  on  p.  103. 

E.    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 

Page  79,  first  paragraph,  delete  the  phrase  "on-site"  from  the  beginning 
of  the  sentence. 

The  item  below  has  been  changed  in  the  EIR: 

Page  133,  fifth  paragraph,  last  line,  delete  the  phrase  beginning 
with  "which  are  a  minimum...." 

Chapter  VI.  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised  as  follows: 

"VI.  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE 
PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


"CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

"The  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  the  Maskey  Building  at 
46  Kearny  St.  and  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  which  are  contained  on 
the  City  Planning  Commission's  list  of  Architecturally  and/or 
Historically  Important  Buildings  in  the  Downtown,  and  are  rated  "B" 
in  the  Heritage  Survey.    The  Maskey  Building  was  recommended  for 
designation  as  a  City  landmark  by  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  on  September  9,  1981.    This  recommendation  was  subsequently 
rejected  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and,  on  appeal,  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  on  May  10,  1982. 
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"EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  in  leasable  office  space 
of  122,190  sq.  ft.    The  project  would  also  result  in  a  net  loss  of 
9,440  sq.  ft.  of  net  leasable  retail  space.    The  project  would 
accommodate  an  increase  in  on-site  employment  of  as  many  as 
550  employees  and  would  require  the  displacement  of  about  sixteen 
businesses  employing  about  50  persons. 


"TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 

"Construction  traffic  would  intermittently  lessen  the  carrying 
capacity  of  access  streets  and  haul  routes  during  the  24-month 
construction  period.    Installation  of  underground  utility  connections 
would  also  cause  traffic  disruptions. 

\ 

"The  single  loading  bay  proposed  for  the  basement  level  would  meet 
off-street  loading  requirements  of  the  existing  City  Planning  Code, 
but  would  not  meet  the  average  demand  for  off-street  loading  space  at 
the  project  site;  this  demand  could  be  met  by  existing  on-street 
loading  spaces  on  Post  St.,  or  by  providing  two  off-street  loading 
spaces . 

"The  project  would  provide  23  parking  spaces,  but  would  generate  a 
projected  daily  parking  demand  of  270  parking  spaces.  This 
represents  a  projected  daily  parking  deficit  of  approximately 
250  project-related  spaces. 

"The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  transportation  impacts  in 
the  downtown  area,  including  increased  traffic  volumes,  decreases  in 
levels  of  service  and  increased  transit  ridership  and  loading. 

"ENERGY 

"Projected  total  energy  use  for  the  project  is  95,500  Btu  per  sq.  ft. 
per  year.    Annually  the  project  would  consume  an  estimated  2.4 
million  KWH  of  electricity,  3  million  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas,  and 
55,000  gallons  of  gasoline." 
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XI.    Certification  Resolution 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION  NO.  9462 


WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  December  18,  1981, 
and  an  addendum  dated  March  12,  1982,  have  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  in  connection  with 

EE80.339:  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  &  Loan  Headquarters,  a  16-story, 
230-foot-tal 1  office  building  with  approximately  199,000  gross  square 
feet  of  office  space,  6,600  square  feet  of  ground  floor  space  for  retail 
and  branch  savings  bank  use,  and  23  off-street  parking  spaces 

on  the  property  described  as  follows: 

50  Kearny  Street,  southeast  corner  of  intersection  of  Post  &  Kearny 
Streets,  Assessor's  Block  311,  lots  7,  8,  9,  10,  and  11,  and; 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft 
report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice 
and  requested  corments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  general 
public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  duly  advertised  public 
hearings  on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  and  addendum  on  January  21  & 
April  15,  1982,  at  which  opportunity  was  given  for  public  participation  and  comments; 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  July  22,  1982  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report,  the 
addendum,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any 
additional  information  that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that 
raised  significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required 
by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  July  22,  1982,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environmental 
impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures 
through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for 
Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  presently  preferred 
alternative  is  that  described  in  the  EIR  as  Alternative  H,  a  25-story,  340-foot- 
tall  office  building  with  about  285,900  gross  square  feet,  about  12  parking 
spaces,  and  including  retention  of  4  of  the  6  bays  of  the  Masky  building  facade; 
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XI.   Certification  Resolution 


THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  July  22,  1982  concerning 
EE80.339,  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Headquarters  is  adequate,  accurate 
and  objective,  and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance 
with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the 
cor.pl etion  of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  presently  proposed  project, 
described  as  Alternative  H  in  the  EIR,  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment  in  that  it  will  cause  demolition  or  partial  demolition  of  two 
buildings  of  architectural  significance,  will  create  a  demand  for  housing  in 
the  City,  and  will  contribute  to  cumulative  increase  in  transit  ridership, 
pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic  and  parking  demand  produced  by  development 
proposed,  approved  and  under  construction  in  the  downtown  area. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  July  22,  1982. 


Lee  Woods,  Jr. 
Secretary 


AYES: 


Karasick,  Klein,  Nakashima,  Rosenblatt,  Salazar 


NOES: 


Bierman,  Sklar 


ABSENT: 


None 


PASSED: 


July  22,  1982 
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FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST 


SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL  SAVINGS  AND  LOAN 
ASSOCIATION  OFFICE  BUILDING 
85  POST  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO  * 


EE  80.339 


June  5,  1981 


*  Differences  among  data  presented  in  the  following  Initial  Study 
and  the  preceding  Focused  EIR  are  attributable  to  the  availability 
of  additional  and  more  precise  data  during  the  subsequent  preparation 
of  the  EIR. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  CHECKLIST 
(Initial  Study) 

Project  File  No:    EE  80.339    Title:    San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan 

Association  Office  Building 

Address:    85  Post  Street        Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:    311/Lots  7,  8,  9,  10, 

and  1 1 . 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  SUMMARY 


San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association  proposes  to  construct  a  new 
office  building  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  in  order  to  provide  more  efficient, 
functional  space  for  its  operations  currently  located  at  the  site  in  4 
separate  buildings,  and  to  provide  additional  space  for  anticipated  normal 
growth  over  the  next  10  years.    San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  (S  &  L) 
would  be  the  principal  tenant  of  the  new  building,  occupying  about  25%  of  the 
total  gross  floor  area  proposed. 

The  project  site  is  located  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts. 
opposite  the  site  of  the  Crocker  National  Bank  Headquarters  Tower  and  Lick 
Place  Shopping  Galleria,  which  are  currently  under  construction  (see  Figure  1 
p.  148).    The  site  encompasses  Lots  7,  8,  9,  10  and  11  of  Assessor's 
Block  311.    The  proposed  17-story  office  building  would  be  about  230  ft.  high 
and  contain  approximately  199,100  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area,  exclusive  of  1 
basement  floor.    The  ground  floor  would  contain  a  savings  branch  of  5,000  net 
sq.  ft.  and  approximately  1,600  net  sq.  ft.  of  retail  commercial  space.  The 
basement  level  would  contain  an  estimated  23  off-street  parking  spaces,  and 
areas  for  off-street  loading  and  mechanical  equipment.    In  the  current  design 
concept,  the  portion  of  the  building  located  on  the  southernmost  part  of  the 
site  would  be  stepped  back  along  the  width  of  Maiden  Lane  to  terminate  the 
vista  extending  from  Union  Square  down  Maiden  Lane  to  Kearny  St. 

The  total  construction  period  would  be  about  24  months,  beginning  with 
demolition  of  the  existing  5  buildings  located  on  the  site.    San  Francisco 
Federal  S  &  L  would  relocate  its  employees  and  operations  currently  located  at 
the  site  to  other  offices  in  San  Francisco  during  project  construction. 

POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

Potential  environmental  effects  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  include 
provision  of  long-term  parking  which  does  not  comply  with  policies  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  relating  to  long-term  parking;  the  demolition  of  two 
buildings  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  survey;  possible  wind  and  shadow  effects 
along  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.;  obstruction  of  short-range  views;  urban  design 
aspects;  effects  on  transportation  /  circulation  and  air  quality;  construction 
noise;  energy  demand;  and,  increased  demand  for  housing  generated  by  the 
project.    These  issues  will  be  analyzed  further  in  a  focused  EIR  which  will  be 
prepared  for  the  project. 

Potential  environmental  issues  of  the  proposed  project  that  have  been 
determined  insignificant,  and  therefore  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR,  are 
discussed  below. 
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Land  Use  Compatibil ity:  The  project  would  be  consistent  with  land  uses  in  the 
vTcini ty "oY^the  site  and  in  the  Downtown  area. 

Noise:    After  completion  the  project  would  not  increase  audible  noise  levels 
in  the  project  vicinity.    Operational  noise  would  be  regulated  by  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  and  noise  insulation  measures  contained  in  the 
Noise  Guidelines  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan. 

Publ ic  Services  and  Utilities:  The  increased  demand  for  public  services  and 
uti 1 itfes  attributable  to  the  project  would  not  require  additional  personnel 
or  equipment.  See  p.  166  for  mitigation  measures  to  further  reduce  the  need 
for  public  services  and  utilities  at  the  project  site. 

Biology:    The  project  would  have  no  effect  on  plant  or  animal  life. 

Topography,  Geology  and  Soils:    The  project  would  require  excavation  of 
approxTmateTyT,'0'00"cu .  yd.  of  soils  and  would  not  require  any  subsurface 
dewatering;  refer  also  to  Land  mitigation  measures  on  p.  167. 

Water:    Increased  water  demand  attributable  to  the  project  would  represent 
less  than  1%  of  cumulative  water  demand  in  San  Francisco.    The  project  would 
incorporate  low-flow  faucet  and  toilet  fixtures  to  reduce  water  consumption. 

Hazard:    The  site  and  the  project  would  neither  cause  nor  be  affected  by 
hazardous  uses  or  health  hazards. 

Cultural :    No  significant  subsurface  resources  are  expected  to  be  encountered 
during  construction.    This  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  because  of 
Mitigation  Measure  which  has  been  committed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  to 
protect  any  potential  resources.    See  mitigation  measure  under  Cultural 
section  on  p.  167. 
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A.    GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS 


Yes  Maybe  No  N/A  Disc* 


1.    Would  the  project  conflict  with  the  objectives  X  X 

and  policies  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (Master 
Plan)  of  the  City? 

The  project  would  comply  with  provisions  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan,  except  for 
Objective  1,  Policy  4  of  the  Downtown 
Transportation  Plan  which  discourages 
long-term  parking  in  the  Downtown  core. 

The  project  would  provide  office  space  in  the 
Financial  District,  which  would  be  consistent 
with  the  specific  statement  in  the  City 
Planning  Code  describing  the  Downtown  Office 
District  (C-3-0)  as  "playing  a  leading 
national  role  in  finance,  corporate 
headquarters  and  service  industries,  and 
serving  as  an  employment  center  for  the 
region." 

The  proposed  project  would  continue  the  use  of 
the  site  as  the  main  office  of  San  Francisco 
Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Association,  thereby 
complying  with  Objective  6  of  the  Commerce  and 
Industry  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  to 
"maintain  and  improve  San  Francisco's  position 
as  a  prime  location  for  financial, 
administrative,  corporate,  and  professional 
activity,"  and  Policy  4  of  Objective  6  to 
"maintain  a  compact  downtown  core." 

The  entrance  alcove  on  Kearny  St.,  located 
opposite  Maiden  Lane,  would  provide  access  to 
the  ground-level  retail  space  and  savings 
branch;  it  would  also  incorporate  a  design 
feature,  such  as  a  commissioned  work  of  art. 
The  project  architects  are  considering 
pedestrian  access  from  the  Kearny  St.  entrance 
through  the  building  to  Post  St.    It  is  the 
project  architects'  intent  that  these  design 
features  would  be  consistent  with  Policy  4  of 
Objective  6  to  "provide  adequate  amenities  for 
those  who  live,  work  and  use  Downtown,"  and 
Policy  3  of  Objective  7,  "encourage  ... 
physical  design  amenities  at  a  pedestrian 
scale  which  will  enhance  the  pedestrian 
climate." 

The  23  parking  spaces  planned  for  the  basement 
level  of  the  project  would  not  conform  to 
Objective  1,  Policy  4  of  the  Downtown 
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Transportation  Plan  which  "discourages  the 
addition  of  new  long-term  parking  spaces  in 
and  around  downtown";  there  are  no  long-term 
parking  spaces  currently  provided  at  the 
site.    The  project  would  be  within  one  block 
of  the  Montgomery  Street  subway  which  is 
served  by  BART  and  Muni  Metro  rail  transit 
lines.    The  project  would  be  directly 
accessible  or  close  to  bus  lines  serving  San 
Francisco  (Muni),  Marin  (Golden  Gate  Transit), 
the  East  Bay  (AC  Transit)  and  the  Peninsula 
(Samtrans  and  by  Muni  connections  to  Southern 
Pacific  commuter  service),  thereby 
facilitating  use  of  public  transit;  this  would 
be  consistent  with  Objective  1,  Policy  10  of 
the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan,  stating  that 
private  automobile  traffic  "must  be  reduced" 
and  that  "land  use  development  and 
transportation  services  should  be  coordinated 
in  a  manner  to  maximize  efficiency  and 
minimize  cost  while  preserving  and 
strengthening  the  downtown  environment."  The 
off-street  loading  provided  in  the  project 
would  comply  with  the  Objective  11,  Policy  4, 
of  the  Citywide  Parking  Plan,  which  encourages 
off-street  loading  facilities. 

2.  Would  the  project  require  a  variance,  or  other  X  X__ 

special  authorization  under  the  City  Planning 
Code? 

The  project  would  require  discretionary  review 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  under  its 
Resolution  8474,  which  requires  review  of  all 
projects  in  the  Downtown  area. 

3.  Would  the  project  require  approval  or  permits 
from  City  Departments  other  than  DCP  or  BBI, 
or  from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  agencies? 

**4. Would  the  project  conflict  with  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals? 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  the 
demolition  of  two  buildings  contained  in  the 
City  Planning  Commission  "listing  of 
Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Important 
buildings  whfcTT  merit  special  concerrTTor 
preservation  in  part  or  in  whole  (Resolution 
8600).    The  60  Kearny  St.  Building  (the 
Bullock  and  Jones  Building)  and  48-52  Kearny 

*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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St.  Building  (the  Maskey  Building)  are 
included  in  this  listing  (see  Figure  1, 
p.  148).    The  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and 
Maskey  Building  are  also  rated  "3"  and 
"4",  respectively,  on  the  Department  of 
City  Planning's  list  of  architectural 
resources.    Each  of  these  buildings  is 
rated  "B"  in  the  Downtown  survey  of 
buildings  of  architectural  and  historic 
merit  conducted  by  the  Foundation  for 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage. 
Another  building  on  the  site,  the  79  Post 
St.  Building,  is  rated  "C"  in  the  Heritage 
Foundation's  survey. 

The  project  architects  and  engineers  are 
currently  studying  the  structural 
feasibility  of  incorporating  portions  or 
design  elements  of  the  60  Kearny  St. 
Building  and  Maskey  Building  into  the 
proposed  project  (see  the  discussion  on 
Alternatives,  p.  169). 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Land  Use.    Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.    Be  different  from  surrounding  land 
uses? 

The  project  would  contain  uses  similar 
to  those  currently  occupying  the 
site.    There  would  be  office  uses 
above  ground-level  retail,  and  a 
savings  branch  office  would  be  located 
at  the  corner  of  Post  and  Kearny  Sts., 
as  at  present.    Area  in  retail  use 
would  decrease  from  about  11,000 
sq.ft.  to  about  1  ,600  sq.  ft.  Project 
land  uses  would  be  consistent  with  the 
dominant  types  of  development  in  the 
site  vicinity.    Refer  to  Department  of 
City  Planning,  May  18,  1979,  EE  78.298 
Crocker  National  Bank  Final  EIR  p.  36 
for  a  descrfptTon  "of  TanJ  uses 
adjacent  to  and  south  of  the  project 
site;  and  to  Department  of  City 
Planning,  December  12,  1980,  EE  80.26 
101  Montgomery  Street  Draft  EIR,  p.  27 
for  a  description  of  land  uses  north 
of  the  project  site. 
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**b.     Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical   X  X 

arrangement  of  an  established  community? 

No  established  circulation  routes  would 
be  affected.    Temporary  construction 
effects  may  include  blocking  one  lane  of 
traffic  on  either  Post  St.  or  Kearny  St. 
The  project  would  reduce  the  number  of 
trucks  now  using  on-street  loading  zones 
because  the  project  would  provide  an 
off-street  loading  dock.  Pedestrian 
circulation  would  be  altered.  The 
project  architects  are  considering  the 
incorporation  of  a  pedestrian  access 
through  the  building  from  the  entrance  on 
Kearny  St.  to  Post  St.    Possible  impacts 
on  the  streetscape  from  new  pedestrian 
circulation  patterns  will  be  evaluated  in 
the  EIR. 

2.    Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design.    Would  the 

proposed  project: 

a.     Obstruct  or  degrade  any  scenic  view  or  X  X 

vista  open  to  the  public? 

The  proposed  17-story,  230-ft.-high 
building  would  be  lower  than  the  existing 
surrounding  highrise  buildings  which 
define  the  vista  of  the  Downtown  area. 
The  proposed  building  would  not  block 
views  of  the  Bay  and  would  not  be  seen 
from  major  vista  points  such  as  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Verba  Buena  Island, 
Nob  Hill,  Telegraph  Hill,  or  Twin  Peaks 
because  the  existing  38-story, 
527  ft.  high  Aetna  Building,  the 
40-story,  500  ft.  high  Crocker  Tower,  now 
being  constructed,  or  other  existing 
buildings  would  intervene.  See 
Department  of  City  Planning, 
May  18,  1979,  Crocker  National  Bank 
Northern  California  Head'quarters,  Final 
EIR,  EE  78.298,  Figures  32,  33.  35,  36, 
anJ  36A,  on  pp.  80,  82,  85,  86,  and  87, 
respectively,  for  views  of  the  project 
site  from  major  vista  points;  the  project 
site  is  opposite  the  site  of  the  Crocker 
Tower  (see  Figure  1,  p.  148) 
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b.     Reduce  or  obstruct  views  from  adjacent  or      __X  X 

nearby  buildings? 

The  buildings  now  on  the  site  range  from 
3  to  7  stories.    The  proposed  project 
would  be  17  stories  and  would  reduce 
short-range,  north-facing  views  of  the 
skyline  from  Market  St.;  long-range  views 
to  Nob  Hill  and  Telegraph  Hill  would  be 
obstructed  by  the  40-story  Crocker 
Tower.    Existing  east-facing  views  toward 
the  Ferry  Building  and  the  Bay  from 
seventh-  to  fifteenth-floor  windows  of 
the  15-story  American  Savings  Building 
would  be  reduced;  however,  the  portion  of 
the  project  adjacent  to  the  American 
Savings  Building  would  be  stepped  back 
and  reduced  in  height.    The  step-backs 
would  be  landscaped.    The  project  would 
eliminate  west-facing  views  from  the 
upper  two  floors  of  the  9-story  Mechanics 
Institute  at  57-65  Post  St.  Short-range 
views  to  the  south  from  the  upper  levels 
of  buildings  opposite  the  site  on 
Kearny  St.,  now  impaired  by  the  38-story 
Aetna  Building,  would  be  further  reduced 
by  the  project. 

Short-range  views  to  the  site  from  Union 
Square  down  Maiden  Lane  to  Kearny  St. 
would  be  altered  by  the  proposed  entrance 
alcove  on  Kearny  St.  that  would  be 
landscaped  and  would  incorporate  a  visual 
feature  such  as  a  commissioned  work  of 
art.    Upper  level  views  of  the  site  from 
Union  Square  up  Maiden  Lane  currently 
consist  of  the  mechanical  equipment,  roof 
tops,  and  rear  facades  of  buildings  on 
the  project  block  that  face  Market  St. 

**c.     Create  a  negative  aesthetic  effect?   )(  X 


Materials  for  the  building  facade  have 
not  yet  been  selected.    The  proposed 
design  concept  states  that  the  building 
exterior  would  be  light  in  color  to 
maintain  the  existing  color  value  of 
buildings  now  on  the  site  and  across 
Kearny  St.,  and  to  contrast  with  the 
darker  Aetna  and  Crocker  office  towers. 
The  proposed  building  facade  would  extend 
from  the  Mechanics  Institute  Building  on 
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Post  St.  to  the  American  Savings  Building 
on  Kearny  St.,  thereby  maintaining  a 
continuous  street-level  building  facade. 
A  spandrel  at  the  first-floor  level  of 
the  proposed  building  would  approximate 
the  elevation  of  the  first-floor  cornice 
line  of  the  American  Savings  Building  and 
the  Mechanics  Institute  Building  (rated 
"A"  in  the  Heritage  Survey),  establishing 
a  visual  link  with  these  buildings. 
Project  plans  call  for  the  removal  of  two 
buildings  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage 
Survey,  the  60  Kearny  St.  Building  and 
the  Maskey  Building.    Project  design,  in 
relation  to  other  buildings,  will  be 
analyzed  further  in  the  EIR  for  this 
project. 

d.     Generate  light  or  glare  affecting  other  X  X 

properti  es? 

Non-reflective  glass  would  be  used. 

3.    Popul ation/Employment/Housing.    Would  the 
proposed"project : 

a.     Alter  the  density  of  the  area  population?        X  X 


The  total  daytime  population  at  the  site 
would  be  an  estimated  770  persons.  This 
would  represent  a  net  increase  of  about 
600  persons.    The  170  San  Francisco 
Federal  S  &  L  employees  currently  working 
at  the  site  would  relocate  into  the  new 
building. 

**b.     Have  a  growth-inducing  effect?  X  X 

The  project  would  stimulate  the  regional 
economy  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  by 
creating  temporary  and  net  new  permanent 
employment.    Indirect  economic  effects 
would  result  as  new  job  holders  purchase 
goods  and  services  in  the  City  and 
throughout  the  region,  creating  new 
employment  and  income  opportunities.  New 
permanent  jobs  would  affect  the  regional 
housing  market,  primarily  as  increased 
demand  for  moderate- income  housing  units. 
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c.  Require  relocation  of  housing  or 
businesses,  with  a  displacement  of 
people,  in  order  to  clear  the  site? 

No  housing  would  be  displaced  by  the 
proposed  building.    Construction  of  the 
project  would  displace  16  businesses, 
employing  an  estimated  50  persons  (not 
including  the  170  San  Francisco  Federal 
S  &  L  employees).    San  Francisco  Federal 
S  &  L  would  be  temporarily  displaced 
during  the  construction  period. 

d.  Create  or  eliminate  jobs  during 
construction  and  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  project? 

During  the  estimated  24-month 
construction  period,  the  project  would 
create  approximately  160  full-time 
construction  jobs  and  an  equal  amount  of 
indirect  jobs  through  the  multiplier 
effect.    If  any  of  the  businesses  to  be 
relocated  from  the  existing  buildings 
were  to  cease  operation  or  move  to  a 
location  outside  of  San  Francisco,  then 
up  to  50  jobs  could  be  eliminated  from 
the  city's  employment  base.    The  project 
would  result  in  a  net  increase  of  about 
550  new  jobs  in  San  Francisco  (excluding 
the  170  existing  jobs  that  would  continue 
to  be  held  by  employees  of  San  Francisco 
Federal  S  &  L). 

e.  Create  an  additional  demand  for  housing 
in  San  Francisco? 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  in  the  employment  base  of  about 
600  permanent  jobs.    Assuming  40%  of 
these  workers  wished  to  live  in  San 
Francisco,  and  assuming  1.8  workers  per 
household,  the  project  would  create  a 
demand  for  about  135  additional  housing 
units  in  San  Francisco  (see  Department  of 
City  Planning,  March  12,  1981,  Five 
Fremont  Center  Final  EIR,  EE  80T26F, 
pp7~S9-%  and  TabTe  12,  p.  92,  for  the 
basis  of  these  assumptions).  This 
additional  housing  demand  represents 
about  1%  of  the  total  new  housing  units 
constructed  in  San  Francisco  during 
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1979.    Additional  analysis  of  the 
project's  effect  on  the  housing  market 
will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

4.    Transportation/C ircul ation .    Would  the 
construction  or  o'p'eration  of  the  project 
result  in: 

a.  Change  in  use  of  existing  transportation 
systems?  (transit,  roadways,  pedestrian 
ways,  etc.) 

The  increased  employment  at  the  site 
would  impose  increased  demands  on  all 
existing  public  and  private 
transportation  systems,  incuding  Muni, 
BART,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  AC  Transit, 
SamTrans,  and  the  Southern  Pacific. 
Existing  pedestrian  access  and  movement 
also  woula  be  changed.    These  impacts 
will  be  analyzed  further  in  the  EIR. 

**b.     An  increase  in  traffic  which  is 

substantial  in  relation  to  existing  loads 
and  street  capacity? 

Traffic  at  intersections  in  the  project 
area  would  increase  noticeably,  but  would 
not  produce  traffic  volumes  in  excess  of 
capacity.    The  EIR  will  discuss  these 
impacts. 

c.  Effects  on  existing  parking  facilities, 
or  demand  for  new  parking? 

Project  parking  demands  would  not  be  met 
with  on-site  parking  and  would  not  be 
accommodated  by  existing  parking  near  the 
project.    This  impact  will  receive 
additional  evaluation  in  the  focused  EIR. 

d.  Alteration  to  current  patterns  of 
circulation  or  movement  of  people  and/ or 
goods? 

The  project  would  provide  off-street 
loading  facilities  where  presently  all 
loading  occurs  in  on-street  loading 
zones,  thus  altering  circulation  around 
the  project  site.    This  change  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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e.  Increase  in  traffic  hazards  to  motor 
vehicles,  bicyclists  or  pedestrians? 

The  driveway  entrance  to  underground 
parking  and  loading  could  result  in 
pedestrian  -  vehicle  and  vehicle  - 
vehicle  conflicts  and  hazards.    The  EIR 
will  analyze  traffic  hazards  associated 
with  the  driveway  entrance. 

f.  A  need  for  maintenance  or  improvement  or 
change  in  configuration  of  existing 
public  roads  or  facilities? 

The  project  would  require  a  curb  cut  on 
Post  St.  for  access  to  the  underground 
parking  and  off-street  loading  areas. 

g.  Construction  of  new  public  roads? 
.  Noise. 

a.     Would  the  proposed  project  result  in 
generation  of  noise  levels  in  excess  of 
those  currently  existing  in  the  area? 

During  operation,  the  project  would  not 
be  expected  to  generate  audible  increases 
in  existing  noise  levels.  Mechanical 
equipment  would  be  located  in  the  rear  of 
the  building.    This  new  equipment  would 
be  expected  to  be  quieter  than  the 
mechanical  systems  in  the  5  buildings 
currently  at  the  site  because  of  its 
greater  efficiency.    Operational  noise 
would  be  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance,  Section  2909, 
"Fixed-Source  Noise  Levels" 
(San  Francisco  Municipal  Code,  Part  II, 
Chapter  VIII,  Section  I,  Article  29, 
1972).    This  section  states  that  noise 
from  mechanical  equipment  may  not  exceed 
60  dBA  between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  and 
7  a.m.,  or  70  dBA  between  the  hours  of 
7  a.m.  and  10  p.m.  at  the  receiver's 
property  line.    The  incidence  and  levels 
of  noise  generated  in  the  area  by  loading 
activities  at  the  site  would  be  reduced 
because  loading  would  be  consolidated  and 
take  place  inside  of  the  building  rather 
than  on  the  street  as  at  present. 
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Project  construction  would  involve 
intermittent  foundation  piledriving 
during  a  one-month  period.  Construction 
noise  effects  will  receive  further 
consideration  in  the  EIR. 

b.     Would  existing  noise  levels  impact  the   J<  X___ 

proposed  use?    Are  Title  25  Noise 
Insulation  Standards  applicable? 

Commercial,  retail  and  office  uses  are 
required  by  the  Noise  Guidelines  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  have 
noise  insulation  measures  when  exterior 
Ldn  noise  levels  are  above  70  dBA 
(Environmental  Protection  Element,  San 
Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  1974, 
Transportation  Noise  Section,  Land  Use 
Compatibility  Chart  for  Community  Noise, 
p.  19).    Noise  measurements  were  taken  on 
Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  near  the  site  for 
the  noise  analysis  contained  in  the 
Crocker  National  Bank  Final  EIR  (see 
pp.  66  -  69).    According  to  the  Crocker 
Final  EIR,  1981  noise  levels  would  be 
70-75  dBA  at  these  locations.    Thus,  the 
proposed  building  would  be  required  to 
have  noise  insulation  features  according 
to  the  Guidelines.    It  is  anticipated 
that  the  proposed  structure  would  be 
climate-controlled  and  have  fixed 
windows,  therefore  noise  insulation 
measures  would  be  included  as  part  of  the 
design.    The  proposed  structure  does  not 
include  housing  and  Title  25  Noise 
Standards  would  not  be  applicable, 

6.    Air  Quality/Climate.    Would  the  proposed 
project  result  in: 

**a.     Violation  of  any  ambient  air  quality  _X  X__ 

standard  or  contribution  to  an  existing 
air  quality  violation? 

Project-related  traffic  would  add  to 
local  and  regional  accumulations  of 
carbon  monoxide,  hydrocarbons,  and 
nitrogen  oxides  (the  latter  two  being 
precursors  of  ozone),  particulates  and 
sulfur  oxides  during  adverse 
meteorological  conditions,  such  as 
inversions  (U.S.  EPA,  1977,  Compilation 
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of  Air  Pollutant  Emission  Factors, 
AP-42)7~fhe  project  would  impede 
attainment  of  standards,  but  would 
probably  have  no  measurable  effect  on 
citywide  or  regional  concentrations  nor 
on  the  frequency  of  violation  of  the 
standards.    In  the  absence  of 
implementation  of  control  strategies, 
cumulative  development  in  the  Downtown 
area  would  increase  ambient 
concentrations  and  the  frequency  of 
standard  violations.    These  impacts  will 
receive  further  consideration. 

During  construction,  the  project  could 
result  in  temporary  particulate  (dust) 
emissions  in  violation  of  State 
standards,  and  increased  emissions  of 
nitrogen  oxides,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur 
oxides,  hydrocarbons  and  particulates. 
The  EIR  will  discuss  this  impact. 

**b.     Exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to  air  X 

pol 1 utants? 

c.     Creation  of  objectionable  odors?    X 


d.  Burning  of  any  materials  including  brush,  X  

trees,  or  construction  materials? 

e.  Alteration  of  wind,  moisture,  or  _X  X 

temperature  (including  sun  shading 

effects),  or  any  change  in  climate, 
either  locally  or  regionally? 

Based  on  a  preliminary  wind  effect 
analysis,  the  project,  in  combination 
with  the  American  Savings  Building  and 
the  Crocker  Tower,  presently  under 
construction,  might  contribute  to  the 
creation  of  west  winds  along  Kearny  St. 
and  the  channeling  of  winds  along  Post 
St.    A  wind  tunnel  study  will  be  required 
to  determine  wind  effects  of  the  project 
more  precisely;  results  of  that  study 
will  be  included  in  the  focused  EIR. 

The  project  would  increase  shadows  on 
sidewalks  along  Post  and  Kearny  Sts.  The 
project  might  cast  afternoon  shadows  for 
short  periods  on  the  western  portion  of 
the  proposed  Crocker  rooftop  plaza.  The 

*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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project  would  not  shade  the  rooftop  plaza 
during  the  mornings  or  at  midday  during 
any  season  of  the  year.    Any  potential 
shadows  cast  on  the  existing 
Crocker  Plaza  on  Market  St.  would  be 
masked  by  shadows  cast  by  the  38-story 
Aetna  Building.    Further  analysis  of 
afternoon  shadows  will  be  included  in  the 
EIR. 

•    Utilities  and  Public  Services.    Would  the 
proposed  project: 

a.     Have  an  effect  upon,  or  result  in  a  need 
for  new  or  altered,  governmental  services 
in  any  of  the  following? 

fire  protection 

police  protection 

schools 

parks  or  other  recreational  facilities 
maintenance  of  public  facilities 
power  or  natural  gas  utilities 
communications  systems 
water 

sewer/ storm  water  drainage 

solid  waste  collection  and  disposal 

The  project  would  not  require  any 
additional  police  or  fire  protection 
equipment  or  personnel  (J.  Shanon,  Deputy 
Chief  of  Police,  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  letter  communication 
February  9,  1981;  and  J.  Sullivan,  Chief, 
Division  of  Planning  and  Research, 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  letter 
communication,  February  17,  1981).  The 
project  could  result  in  an  increase  in 
burglary  and  petty  theft  in  the  area 
because  of  the  increase  in  downtown 
population  and  property  value. 

In  addition  to  security  measures  that  are 
normally  used  at  the  ground-level  savings 
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branch  office,  the  project  sponsor  would 
include  internal  security  measures  in  the 
project  such  as  a  closed-circuit  camera 
system  and  building  security  staff.  The 
proposed  project  would  incorporate  in  its 
design  all  fire  safety  measures  required 
by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code, 
including  sprinkler  and  alarm  systems, 
emergency  communication  systems,  and  an 
emergency  power  source  among  others. 

Gas  mains,  electric  transmission  lines, 
and  telephone  lines  located  in  the 
project  vicinity  would  be  adequate  to 
provide  electrical,  natural  gas  and 
communication  services  to  the  proposed 
structure  (A.R.  Williams,  Industrial 
Power  Engineer,  PG&E,  letter 
communication,  March  2,  1981  and  W. 
Ottens,  Assistant  Manager,  Engineering, 
telephone  communication.  May  14,  1981). 

Water  demand  due  to  the  project  would  be 
about  20,000  gallons  per  day  (gpd).  The 
project  would  increase  the  demand  for 
water  at  the  site  (see  item  10  c.  below); 
however,  existing  water  mains  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  would  be  capable 
of  handling  the  increased  demand. 
(J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  City  Distribution  Division, 
letter  communication,  February  10,  1981. 

The  proposed  building  would  generate  an 
estimated  20,000  gpd  of  dry-weather 
wastewater  flows,  which  represent  less 
than  1%  of  the  average  flows  currently 
treated  by  the  North  Point  Sewage 
Treatment  Plant  and  less  than  1%  of  the 
treatment  flows  to  the  Southeast 
Treatment  Plant  when  it  goes  into  interim 
operation  in  1982.    Flows  to  the  North 
Point  Plant,  which  currently  serves  the 
project  site,  will  be  directed  to  the 
southeast  plant  at  that  time.  No 
expansion  of  the  present  collection  and 
treatment  system  would  be  necessary  to 
serve  the  proposed  project. 
(M.  Francies,  Engineering  Associate  II, 
San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program, 
Cleanwater  Engineering,  letter 
communication,  February  11,  1981). 
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About  1.1  tons  of  solid  waste  per  day 
would  be  generated  by  the  project;  Golden 
Gate  Disposal  Company,  which  currently 
serves  the  site,  states  that  it  would  be 
able  to  provide  service  to  the  proposed 
project  (F.  Garbarino,  Office  Manager, 
Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone 
communication,  February  20,  1981). 

The  effects  of  cumulative  downtown 
development  on  public  service  demand  will 
be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

8.  Biology. 

a.     Would  there  be  a  reduction  in  plant   X  

and/or  animal  habitat  or  interference 
with  the  movement  of  a  migratory  fish  or 
wildlife  species? 

**b.     Would  the  project  affect  the  existence  or  X  

habitat  of  any  rare,  endangered  or  unique 
species  located  on  or  near  the  site? 

c.     Would  the  project  require  removal  of   X  

mature  scenic  trees? 

9.  Land,    (topography,  soils,  geology)  Would 
proposed  project  result  or  be  subject  to: 

**a.     Potentially  hazardous  geologic  or  soils         _X  X_ 

conditions  on  or  immediately  adjoining 
the  site?    (slides,  subsidence,  erosion 
and  liquefaction) 

The  project  site  would  be  subject  to 
strong  groundshaking  and  potential 
liquefaction  during  earthquakes.  The 
project  sponsor's  licensed  engineer  would 
design  the  structure  to  meet  seismic 
design  standards  of  the  San  Francisco  and 
the  Uniform  Building  Codes.    The  proposed 
structure  would  pose  fewer  seismic 
hazards  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake 
than  the  existing  buildings  on  the 
project  site  because  it  would  be 
constructed  to  meet  current  Building  Code 
standards.    The  proposed  structure  could 
be  damaged  in  a  major  earthquake,  but 
would  not  be  expected  to  topple  or 
col  lapse. 

*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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Because  of  the  presence  of  a  potentially 
compressible  layer  of  material  35  to 
45  feet  beneath  the  site  surface,  the 
geotechnical  consultants  for  the  project 
have  recommended  driven  displacement 
piles  about  35  feet  in  length  as  the  most 
suitable  foundation  type  (Harding-Lawson 
Associates,  1981).    Settlement  could 
occur  but  would  be  expected  to  be 
minimal  .    Adjacent  buildings  may  need 
underpinning  during  the  excavation 
period,  depending  on  their  foundation 
types.    For  further  discussion  of 
geologic  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  site  see  EE  78.298,  Crocker  National 
Bank  Final  EIR,  pp.  74-75"  and  pp.  136-137. 

b.  Grading?    (consider  height,  steepness  and   _X  

visibility  of  proposed  slopes;  consider 

effect  of  grading  on  trees  and  ridge 
tops ). 

Some  excavation  would  take  place  below 
the  levels  of  existing  basements.  See 
9.C.,  below. 

c.  Generation  of  substantial  spoils  during  X  X 

site  preparation,  grading,  dredging  or 

fill? 

The  project  would  not  generate  a 
substantial  amount  of  spoils  during  site 
preparation  and  grading.    An  estimated 
1,000  cu.  yds.  of  excavated  spoils  would 
be  generated.    The  project  construction 
consultant  states  that  excavation  could 
extend  approximately  6  to  8  ft.  below  the 
basement  levels  of  the  existing  buildings 
on  the  site.    The  excavated  material 
would  be  disposed  of  at  an  approved, 
private  disposal  site. 

10.  Hater.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 

**a.     Reduction  in  the  quality  of  surface  water?    X 


**b.     Change  in  runoff  or  alteration  to   X 

drainage  patterns? 


*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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**c.     Change  in  water  use?  _^  X 


The  project  would  demand  about  20,000  gpd 
of  water,  which  represents  less  than  one 
percent  of  water  demand  by  cumulative 
downtown  development. 

**d.     Change  in  quality  of  public  water  supply  X 

or  in  quality  or  quantity  (dewatering)  of 
ground  water? 

Geotechnical  investigations  at  the  nearby 
Crocker  National  Headquarters  and 
101  Montgomery  St.  Building  project  sites 
indicate  that  the  water  table  is  35  - 
45  ft.  below  the  surface,  which  would  be 
below  the  level  of  proposed  excavation. 
Excavation  for  the  proposed  project  could 
extend  about  5  to  8  ft.  below  the 
basement  levels  of  existing  buildings  on 
the  site.    Dewatering  would  be  necessary 
only  to  drain  surface  water  runoff  from 
the  site  during  periods  of  heavy 
rainfall;  this  would  not  affect  the 
foundations  of  buildings  adjacent  to  the 
project  site. 

11.  Energy/Natural  Resources.    Would  the  proposed 
project  result  in: 


**a.     Any  change  in  consumption  of  energy?  _X  X 

The  project  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  in  the  amount  of  energy  used  at 
the  site.    The  project  would  conform  to 
energy  requirements  of  Title  24  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code  so  that 
energy  use  per  square  foot  of  floor  area 
would  be  less  than  at  present.  Further 
evaluation  of  the  project's  demand  for 
energy,  including  electrical  gas  demand, 
will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

**b.     Substantial  increase  in  demand  on  X  X 

existing  energy  sources? 

The  proposed  project  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  energy  consumption  by  Downtown 
development  that  will  result  in  the 
depletion  of  nonrenewable  energy 
resources . 


*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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c.     An  effect  on  the  potential  use,   X  X_ 

extraction,  conservation  or  depletion  of 
a  natural  resource? 

See  the  discussion  under  11. b.,  above. 

12.  Hazards.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 

**a.     Increased  risk  of  explosion  or  release  of  X     

hazardous  substances  (e.g.  oil, 
pesticides,  chemicals  or  radiation),  in 
the  event  of  an  accident,  or  cause  other 
dangers  to  public  health  or  safety? 

**b.     Creation  of  or  exposure  to  a  potential  X  

health  hazard? 

c.     Possible  interference  with  an  emergency  X  

response  plan  or  emergency  evacuation 
plan? 

13.  Cultural .    Would  the  proposed  project: 

**a.     Include  or  affect  a  historic  site,  _X  X__ 

structure  or  building? 

The  project,  as  currently  proposed,  would 
result  in  the  demolition  of  the  Maskey 
Building  and  60  Kearny  St.  Building, 
which  are  included  on  the  Planning 
Commission's  adopted  list  of 
Arch i tec tura1 ly  and/or  Historical ly 
Tmporfant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown  area 
and  are  rated  "B"  by  the  Heritage 
Foundation  architectural/  historical 
survey.    See  the  preceding  discussion 
under  A. 4.  and  B.2. 

**b.     Include  or  affect  a  known  archaeological   J(   X 

resource  or  an  area  of  archaeological 
resource  potential? 

The  project  site  has  been  urbanized  for 
about  120  years  and  each  portion  of  the 
site  has  undergone  transition  from  one 
form  of  building  to  another.  Excavation 
for  the  proposed  project  would  extend 
about  6  to  8  ft.  below  the  basement 
levels  of  existing  buildings  on  the 
site.    As  the  project  site  is  inland  of 
the  original  shoreline  of  Verba  Buena 
Cove,  and  would  require  little  new 

*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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excavation,  it  is  probable  that  no  intact 
cultural  or  historic  materials  would  be 
encountered,  but  scattered  artifacts  may 
be  found  (see  101  Montgomery  Final  EIR, 
May  7,  1981,  EE  80.26,  p.  63;  and  Crocker 
National  Bank  Final  EIR,  May  18,  1979, 
EE  78.298,  p.  77). 

**c.      Cause  a  physical  change  affecting  unique  X  

ethnic  or  cultural  values? 

Yes    No  Disc* 

C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES: 

Are  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  X    X 

project? 

Mitigation  measures  for  impacts  to  be  analyzed 
in  the  EIR  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  and  are 
not  presented  below.    Measures  listed  below 
pertain  only  to  environmental  issues  which 
have  been  focused  out  of  the  EIR. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  are  proposed 
as  part  of  the  project  and  have  been  committed 
to  by  the  project  sponsor: 

UTILITIES  AND  PUBLIC  SERVICES 

To  reduce  the  need  for  police  protection 
services,  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings 
and  Loan  would  provide  internal  security 
measures  for  the  proposed  offices  such  as 
a  guard  station  at  the  employee  entrance, 
closed  circuit  television  cameras,  and 
internal  security  personnel;  these 
measures  would  be  in  addition  to  the 
normal  security  measures  that  would  be 
provided  by  San  Francisco  Federal  S  &  L 
at  the  savings  branch. 

The  project  would  incorporate  all 
emergency  response  systems  stipulated  by 
the  Life  Safety  Code,  including  fire 
alarms,  an  emergency  communication 
system,  emergency  communication  systems, 
an  emergency  power  supply  and  an  on-site 
emergency  water  supply.    These  measures 
would  reduce  hazards  to  building 
occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  fire. 
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The  project  would  incorporate  low-flow 
faucet  and  toilet  fixtures  to  reduce 
water  consumption  and  wastewater  volume. 

Containers  would  be  available  to  building 
tenants  for  collection  and  storage  of 
recyclable  solid  wastes,  such  as  glass, 
metal,  computer  cards,  and  newspapers. 

The  building  would  be  equipped  with  a 
trash  compactor  to  reduce  the  volume  of 
solid  waste  requiring  storage  and 
transport. 

LAND  {Topography,  Soils,  Geology) 

A  detailed  foundation  and  structural 
design  study  would  be  conducted  for  the 
building  by  a  licensed  structural 
engineer  and  a  geotechnical  consultant. 
The  project  sponsor  would  follow  the 
recommendations  of  these  studies  during 
the  final  design  and  construction  of  the 
project. 

The  project  sponsor  would  post  a  surety 
bond,  if  required  by  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works,  before 
issuance  of  a  permit  to  excavate.    Such  a 
bond  would  protect  the  City  against 
damages  to  City-owned  sidewalks,  streets 
and  utilities.    The  project  sponsor  would 
require  the  project  contractor  to  obtain 
a  Faithful  Performance  and  Payment  Bond 
and  to  be  responsible  for  any  damage  to 
existing  buildings  which  might  result 
from  excavation.    This  bond  would  protect 
the  project  sponsor  and  owners  of 
adjacent  properties  if  any  damage  to 
these  properties  were  to  result  from 
construction  activities. 

CULTURAL 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  historic 
artifacts  of  significance  be  found  during 
project  excavation,  the  Environmental 
Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
would  be  notified.    The  project  sponsor 
would  select  an  archaeologist  with 
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agreement  of  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  to  help  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  determine  the 
significance  of  the  find  and  whether 
feasible  measures,  including  appropriate 
security  measures,  could  be  implemented 
to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifacts. 
Tne  Environmental  Review  Officer  would 
then  recommend  specific  mitigation 
measures,  if  necessary,  and 
recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the 
State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 
Excavation  or  construction  which  might 
damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources 
would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four 
weeks  to  permit  inspection, 
recommendation  and  retrieval,  if 
appropriate. 

Are  other  mitigation  measures  available? 

Several  additional  measures  are  available  to 
mitigate  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project.    These  mitigation  measures  will  be 
included  in  the  EIR. 

.  ALTERNATIVES: 

Were  other  alternatives  considered? 

The  EIR  will  discuss  the  following 
alternatives : 

Office  development  with  a  12:1  Floor  Area 
Ratio  and  applicable  floor  area  bonuses 
as  outlined  in  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  "Guiding  Downtown  Development", 
May  1981. 

Combined  office  and  residential 
alternative  with  at  least  1/3  of  the 
floor  area  proposed  for  housing. 

Design  alternative  which  structurally 
preserves  or  incorporates  the  facade  of 
the  Maskey  Building  or  the  60  Kearny  St. 
Building. 

The  no-project  alternative,  as  required 
by  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act. 


Further  discussion  warranted 


348 


Yes    No  Disc* 


E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE: 

**1 .        Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
degrade  the  quality  of  the  environment, 
substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or 
wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community, 
reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the  range 
of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal, 
or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the 
major  periods  of  California  history  or 
prehistory? 

**2.        Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage 
of  long-term,  environmental  goals? 

**3.        Does  the  project  have  possible 
environmental  effects  which  are 
individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?    (Analyze  in  the  light  of 
past  projects,  other  current  projects, 
and  possible  future  projects.) 

The  project  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  effects  of  downtown 
development  on  transportation,  housing, 
air  quality,  and  the  depletion  of 
nonrenewable  energy  resources. 

**4.        Would  the  project  cause  substantial 

adverse  effects  on  human  beings,  either 
directly  or  indirectly? 

**5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 
effect  of  the  project? 


*  Further  discussion  warranted 
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-On  the  basis  of  this  initial  evaluation: 


I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment, and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because 

the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as 

part  of  the  proposed  project.    A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment, and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Robert  W.  Passmore 

Assistant  Director-Implementation 


for 


Dean  L.  Macris 
Director 


Date 
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APPENDIX  B:    MICROCLIMATE  IMPACT  STUDY  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL 

SAVINGS  AND  LOAN  OFFICE  BUILDING,  MAY  1981 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Architects,  engineers,  and  city  planners  designing  urban  structures,  are 
limited  by  the  lack  of  information  on  wind  effects  due  to  structures,  such  as 
pedestrian  discomfort  and  wind-caused  mechanical  problems  with  doors,  windows, 
and  ventilating  systems.    Once  a  strucure  is  built,  remedial  measures  (if  they 
exist  at  all)  usually  are  expensive. 

It  is  virtually  impossible  to  anticipate,  by  analysis  or  intuition,  the  winds 
that  will  be  caused  by  a  structure,  as  they  are  determined  by  complex 
interactions  of  forces.    Fortunately  it  is  possible  to  predict  the  wind 
patterns  and  pressures  around  structures  by  testing  scale  models  in  a  wind 
tunnel  which  can  simulate  natural  winds  near  the  ground.    This  allows  the 
designer  to  forsee  possible  environmental  and  mechanical  problems  and 
alleviate  them  before  the  building  is  erected. 

Data  from  wind  tunnel  tests  can  be  combined  with  cl imatological  data  in 
analysis  of  the  effect  of  a  proposed  structure  on  pedestrians  in  terms  of 
human  comfort.    The  frequency  distribution  on  wind  strengths  at  pedestrian 
level,  combined  with  temperature  data  and  shadow  patterns  of  the  proposed 
structure  and  its  surroundings,  can  be  used  to  forecast  comfort  at  pedestrian 
levels. 

II.  SUMMARY 

Wind  tunnel  tests  of  scale  models  were  conducted  for  the  existing  site,  the 
proposed  project,  and  an  alternative  project  for  the  two  most  frequent  wind 
directions  in  San  Francisco.    The  existing  site  was  found  to  have  moderate  to 
high  windspeed  ratios  under  northwest  winds,  with  the  highest  windspeed  ratios 
along  Kearny  Street  north  of  Post  Street,  Post  Street  south  of  the  site,  and 
the  southwest  corner  of  the  Kearny/Geary/Market  Streets  intersection. 


351 


XII.  Appendices 


For  west  winds,  existing  windspeed  ratios  ranged  from  low  to  moderately  high, 
with  the  highest  windspeed  ratios  occurring  east  of  the  site  along  Post  Street. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  windspeed  ratios  for  both  wind  directions 
along  Post  Street  east  of  the  site  and  along  Kearny  Street  south  of  the  site. 
Corresponding  windspeed  ratio  decreases  were  found  at  the  Post/Kearny  Streets 
intersection  and  sidewalk  areas  adjacent  the  site. 

The  proposed  project  and  alternative  had  no  effect  on  winds  at  the  proposed 
Crocker  National  Bank  Terrace  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Montgomery/Post 
Streets  intersection. 

Mitigation  measures  for  wind  impacts  were  included  in  the  project  design. 
Additional  design  measures  to  reduce  wind  impacts  are  suggested.  The 
effectiveness  of  these  measures  can  only  be  measured  through  additional  wind 
tunnel  tests. 

III.    BUILDING  AND  SITE  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  located  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  block  bounded  by 
Kearny,  Market  and  Post  Streets  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    The  area  upwind 
from  the  site  to  the  northwest  and  west  contains  buildings  of  3  to  8  stories. 
The  east  end  of  the  block  is  occupied  by  the  Aetna  Building  and 
Crocker  Plaza.    The  Crocker  Center  highrise,  about  500  feet  high  and  directly 
across  Post  Street  from  the  site  is  under  construction. 

The  proposed  project  is  a  17-story,  230-foot  office  building.    The  building 
would  cover  the  entire  site  up  to  the  tenth  floor.    A  smaller  tower  and 
3-level  landscaped  terraces  would  extend  above  10  floors.    The  terrace  would 
be  located  in  a  "gap"  between  the  project  tower  and  the  adjacent 
American  Savings  Building.    The  corner  of  the  building  fronting  the 
Post/Kearny  intersection  would  be  rounded. 
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An  alternative  to  the  proposed  design  was  also  tested  in  the  wind  tunnel. 
This  alternative  would  be  a  270-foot  tower  with  a  60-foot  lowrise  section 
opposite  Maiden  lane  and  adjacent  the  American  Savings  Building.    The  lowrise 
section  would  have  a  slanted  rooftop. 

IV.    MODEL  AND  WIND  TUNNEL  FACILITIES 
Model 

Scale  models  of  the  proposed  buildings  and  the  structures  surrounding  the  area 
for  a  distance  of  several  blocks  were  constructed  of  polystyrene  and  urethane 
foams  at  a  scale  of  1  inch  equals  30  feet.    Building  configurations  and 
heights  were  obtained  from  the  Sanborn  maps  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  and  from  site  visits. 

Wind  Tunnel  Facilities 

The  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation  boundary  layer  wind  tunnel  was 
designed  specifically  for  testing  architectural  models.    The  working  sections 
is  7  feet  wide,  43  feet  long,  and  5  feet  high.    Wind  velocities  in  the  tunnel 
can  be  varied  from  3.5  mph  to  13  mph.    The  flow  characteristics  around 
sharp  edged  objects,  such  as  architectural  models,  are  constant  over  the 
entire  speed  range.    Low  speeds  are  used  for  tracer  smoke,  high  speeds  for 
windspeed  measurements. 

Simulation  of  the  characteristics  of  the  natural  wind  is  facilitated  by  an 
arrangement  of  turbulence  generators  and  roughness  upwind  of  the  test 
section.    These  allow  adjustments  in  wind  characteristics  to  provide  for 
different  scale  models  and  varying  terrain  upwind  of  the  project  site. 

Measurements  of  windspeed  around  the  model  are  made  with  a  hotwire  anemometer, 
a  device  that  relates  the  cooling  effect  of  the  wind  on  a  heated  wire  to  the 
actual  windspeed.    The  flow  above  the  city  is  measured  by  a  Pitot  tube 
connected  to  a  micromanometer.    The  Pitot  tube  and  micromanometer  measure 
directly  the  pressure  difference  between  moving  and  still  air.    This  pressure 
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difference  is  then  related  to  the  actual  windspeed.    Flow  visualization  is 
achieved  by  use  of  floodlit  smoke. 

V.    TESTING  METHODOLOGY 
Simulation  of  Flow 

The  most  important  factors  in  ensuring  similarity  between  flow  around  a  model 
in  a  wind  tunnel  and  flow  around  the  actual  building  are  the  structure  of  the 
approach  flow  and  the  geometric  similarity  between  the  model  and  the 
prototype.    A  theoretical  discussion  of  the  exact  criteria  for  similarity  is 
not  included  in  this  paper,  but  may  be  found  elsewhere  (Cermak,  1966,  or 
Cermak  and  Arya,  1970). 

The  variation  of  windspeed  with  height  (wind  profile)  was  adjusted  for  the 
scale  of  the  model  and  the  type  of  terrain  upwind  of  the  site.    The  profiles 
used  were  those  generally  accepted  as  adequately  describing  the  flow  over  that 
type  of  terrain  (Lloyd,  1967). 

Testing  Procedure 

The  windflow  characteristics  of  the  site  in  its  current  state  were 
investigated  to  ascertain  the  present  wind  environment.    Windspeeds  and  wind 
directions  at  specified  points  throughout  the  site  were  measured  and 
recorded.    Wind  direction  was  measured  by  releasing  smoke  at  each  point  and 
recording  the  direction  in  which  the  smoke  traveled.    Windspeed  measurements 
were  made  at  the  same  points,  at  a  scale  height  of  5  feet  above  the  ground.  A 
hotwire  anemometer  probe  is  required  to  make  these  measurements  within  a 
fraction  of  an  inch  of  the  model  surfaces.    The  probe  is  repeatedly  calibrated 
against  the  absolute  reading  of  a  Pitot  tube  and  micromanometer.  Velocity 
readings  close  to  the  model  are  generally  accurate  to  within  10%  of  the  true 
velocity. 

Measurements  for  the  building  are  made  by  keeping  the  probe  in  place  while 
replacing  the  existing  buildings  with  each  proposal  under  consideration. 
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Before  and  after  each  test  run,  a  calibration  measurement  was  made  above  the 
model.    The  purpose  of  these  measurements  was  to  relate  the  wind  tunnel 
measurements  to  actual  wind  records  from  U.S.  Weather  Service  wind 
instrumentation  located  on  the  Federal  Building  at  50  Fulton  Street. 


VI.    TEST  RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION 


Tests  were  conducted  for  northwest  and  west  winds,  the  2  most  frequent  wind 
directions  in  San  Francisco. 


Measured  windspeeds  are  expressed  as  percentages  of  the  calibration  windspeed, 
which  corresponds  to  the  actual  windspeed  at  the  San  Franisco  Weather 
Station.    Thus,  a  plotted  value  of  52  means  that  the  measured  windspeed  is 
expected  to  be  52%  of  the  windspeed  recorded  by  the  Weather  Service  when  winds 
are  from  that  particular  direction. 

The  plotted  values  can  be  interpreted  in  terms  of  general  "windiness"  using 
the  scale  below.    This  scale  is  subjective  and  is  based  on  information 
gathered  from  similar  studies  in  San  Francisco. 


Percentage  of 
Cal  ibration 

Velocity  Windspeed 

Low  0-0.19 

Moderately  low  0.20-0.29 

Moderate  0.30-0.49 

Moderately  high  0.50-0.69 

High  0.70-1.00 

Very  high  greater  than  1.00 

The  plotted  values  are  not  actual  windspeeds,  but  ratios.    Thus,  a  point 
having  a  "very  high"  windspeed  ration  would  still  experience  light  winds  on  a 
near-calm  day.    Likewise,  a  point  found  to  have  a  "low"  winds  could  experience 
significant  winds  on  a  windy  day. 

Wind  direction  is  indicated  by  an  arrow  pointing  in  the  direction  of  flow. 
Where  wind  direction  fluctuated,  two  arrows  representing  the  pricipal  flow 
directions  were  plotted. 


Areas  of  fluctuating  winds  are  normally  turbulent,  as  are  areas  of  spiraling 
motion;  the  latter  are  denoted  by  curved  arrows. 
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Northwest  Wind 

Northwest  winds  occur  12  to  39%  of  the  time  in  San  Francisco,  depending  on  the 
season.    (In  meteorology,  a  northwest  wind  blows  from  the  northwest). 
Northwesterly  and  westerly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  the  strongest  winds 
at  all  seasons  in  San  Francsco.    Northwest  winds  exceed  13  miles  per  hour  35% 
of  the  time  and  25  miles  per  hour  3%  of  the  time  in  summer.    (These  windspeed 
categories  are  used  because  wind  frequency  data  are  broken  down  into 
categories  of  4-13  mph,  etc.)    Wind  frequencies  and  speeds  are  lower  in 
spring,  fall,  and  winter. 

Existing  windspeed  ratios  for  northwest  winds  are  shown  in  Figure  1, 
page  180.    Windspeed  ratios  in  the  project  vicinity  range  from  moderate  to 
high.    The  highest  ratios  occur  along  the  east  side  of  Kearny  Street  north  of 
Post  Street,  along  the  south  side  of  Post  Street  east  of  the  site  and  at  the 
southewest  corner  of  the  Kearny/Geary/Market  Streets  intersection. 

Windspeed  ratios  with  the  proposed  project  are  shown  in  Figure  2,  page  181. 
Increases  from  3%  to  22%  are  predicted  along  Post  Street  east  of  the  project 
site.    Maximum  windspeed  ratios  in  this  area  would  not  be  affected;  windspeed 
ratios  would  still  range  from  moderate  to  high. 

Increases  from  4%  to  28%  would  occur  along  Kearny  Street  south  of  the  site. 
The  sidewalk  areas  adjacent  to  the  site  and  along  Post  Stret  west  of  the  Post 
Street/Kearny  Street  and  Maiden  Lane  intersetion  would  experience  windspeed 
ratio  decreases  from  4%  to  11%. 

A  similar  pattern  of  increases  and  decreases  would  occur  for  the  alternative 
project  (Figure  3,  page  182).    Increases  east  of  the  site  on  Post  Street  would 
be  greater  ranging  from  6%  to  24%,  while  increases  south  of  the  site  along 
Kearny  Street  would  be  similar  to  those  for  the  proposed  project.  Windspeed 
ratio  decreases  adjacent  the  site  and  west  of  the  site  along  Post  Street  and 
along  Maiden  Lane  would  be  less  than  for  the  proposed  project,  ranging  from 
2%  to  9%. 

West  winds  occur  between  15  to  40%  of  the  time,  depending  on  the  season.  They 
exceed  13  miles  per  hour  20%  of  the  time  and  25  miles  per  hour  7%  of  the  time 
in  summer.    Wind  strengths  and  frequencies  are  somewhat  lower  in  spring,  fall 
and  winter. 

Measured  data  for  the  existing  site  under  west  wind  conditions  are  shown  in 
Figure  4,  page  183.    Windspeed  ratios  range  from  low  to  moderately  high.  The 
lowest  windspeed  ratios  occur  along  Post  Street  west  of  the 
Post/Kearny  Streets  intersection.    The  highest  windspeed  ratios  were  found 
along  Post  Street  east  of  the  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  windspeed  ratios  by  2%  along  the  south 
side  of  Post  Street  east  of  the  site.    Reductions  of  4%  to  8%  would  occur  near 
the  Post/Montgomery/Market  Streets  intersecion  (Figure  5,  page  184). 
Windspeed  reductions  of  2%  to  13%  would  occur  at  the  Post/Kearny  Streets 
intersection.    South  of  the  site  along  Kearny  Street,  windspeed  ratio 
increases  of  2%  to  16%  would  occur. 
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The  alternative  project  would  cause  a  similar  pattern  of  increases  and 
decreases,  but  increases  would  be  larger  and  decreases  near  the  Post/Kearny 
Streets  intersecton  would  be  less,  ranging  from  2%  to  4%  (Figure  6,  page  185). 

VII.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Both  the  project  and  the  project  alternative  incorporate  "gaps"  opposite 
Maiden  Lane,  a  design  feature  that  relieves  the  pressure  differences  generated 
by  the  building  by  allowing  wind  to  pass  through  the  gap  and  not  reach  ground 
level.    The  lower  height  of  the  proposed  project  (in  relation  to  the 
alternative)  is  evidently  responsible  for  the  lesser  wind  impacts  associted 
with  the  project. 

Reduction  in  wind  impacts  cound  be  accomplished  with  re-massing  of  the 
project.    A  design  incorporating  setbacks  from  Post  and  Kearny  Strees  could  be 
expected  to  have  lesser  wind  impacts.    The  effectiveness  of  such  a  design 
change  can  only  be  measured  by  additional  wind  tunnel  tests.    The  aesthetic, 
functional  and  structural  aspects  of  such  a  design  modification  have  not  been 
analyzed. 

A  second  type  of  mitigation  measures  involves  additions  to  the  project  that 
would  provide  local  shelter  for  pedestrians.    Small  structures  such  as  kiosks 
for  newspaper  or  flower  vendors,  telephone  booths,  and  shelters  at  bus  stops 
can  serve  in  this  way.    Similarly,  street  trees  and  other  vegetation  can 
function  as  windbreaks. 

Such  additons  would  be  appropriate  along  Post  and  Kearny  Streets  east  and 
south  of  the  site,  respectively.    The  proposed  terraces  opposite  Maiden  lane 
should  include  wind  protection  if  they  are  to  be  used  for  outdoor  eating. 
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APPENDIX  C:    CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 
APPENDIX  C-1:    ARCHITECTURAL  EVALUATION  SURVEYS 


The  Architectural  ratings  discussed  in  the  text  of  this  report  (see 
Section  III.B.,  Cultural  Resources;  and  Figure  11,  p.  32)  represent  the 
results  of  two  separate  architectural  surveys: 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  SURVEY 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted 
a  citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.    An  advisory 
review  committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the 
final  determination  of  ratings  for  the  10,000  buildings  which  were  entered  in 
an  unpublished  60-volume  record  of  the  inventory.    The  rated  buildings  have 
been  represented  on  a  set  of  color-coded  maps  which  identify  the  location  and 
relative  significance  of  each  building  surveyed.    The  maps  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  the  surveyed 
structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design 
features.    Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included,  but  historical 
associations  were  not  considered.    Each  building  was  numerically  rated 
according  to  its  overall  architectural  significance.    The  ratings  ranged  from 
a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".    Factors  considered  included  architectural 
significance,  urban  design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance. 
The  architectural  survey  resulted  in  a  listing  of  the  best  10%  of 
San  Francisco's  buildings.    In  the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants, 
buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  represent  approximately  the  best  2%  of  the 
City's  architecture. 

HERITAGE  SURVEY 

More  recently,  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage, 
through  its  consultants,  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  conducted  an 
architectural  and  historical  survey  of  all  downtown  structures.    In  1979,  the 
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inventory  results  were  published  in  the  book  Splendid  Survivors.  Criteria 
considered  in  rating  the  buildings  include  Architectural  Significance  and 
Negative  Alterations.    Summary  ratings  from  "A"  to  "D"  were  then  assigned  to 
each  building  on  the  basis  of  these  scores.    The  summary  ratings  indicate  the 
fol lowing: 

A.  Highest  Importance.    Individually  the  most  important  buildings  in  downtown 
San  Francisco.    All  "A"  group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  and  have  highest  priority  for  City  landmark  status. 

B.  Major  Importance.    Buildings  which  are  of  individual  importance  by  virtue 
of  architectural,  historical,  and  environmental  criteria.    "B"  group 
buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register.    The  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  considers  "B"  buildings  also  to  have  highest 
priority  for  City  landmark  status. 

C.  Contextual  Importance.    Buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale, 
materials,  compositional  treatment,  cornice  and  other  features.    Many  "C" 
group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  as  part  of 
historic  districts. 

D.  Minor  or  No  Importance.    Buildings  which  are  insignificant  examples  of 
architecture.    Most  "D"  group  buildings  are  "sites  of  opportunity." 

NOT  RATED.    Buildings  which  have  been  built  or  suffered  insensitive  exterior 
remodel ings  since  1945. 

ARCHITECTURALLY  AND/OR  HISTORICALLY  SIGNIFICANT  BUILDINGS  IN  THE  DOWNTOWN 

On  May  29,  1980,  the  City  Planning  Commission  by  Resolution  No.  8600  adopted  a 
list  of  architecturally  and/or  historically  significant  buildings  in  the 
Downtown  area,  based  on  the  above  described  surveys.    The  purpose  of  the  list 
is  to  advise  developers  and  building  owners  of  the  importance  the  City  places 
upon  their  conservation  and  to  require  special  review  by  the  Commission  of  any 
plans  which  would  affect  any  building  or  buildings  on  such  list.    As  noted  in 
Section  III.B.,  two  buildings  on  the  project  site  are  included  on  this  list. 
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APPENDI X  C-2 :    ARCHITECTURAL  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  BUILDINGS  ON  THE  PROJECT 
SITE  AND  BLOCK 


BUILDINGS  ON  PROJECT  SITE 

Two  of  the  five  buildings  on  the  site  were  rated  "B"  by  the  Heritage  survey 
(see  Appendix  C-1)  and  were  rated  also  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
inventory  completed  in  1976  (see  Appendix  C-1).    These  buildings,  whose 
locations  and  ratings  are  shown  in  Figure  2,  p.  11,  are  described  below. 

48-52  Kearny  Street,  Maskey  Building 

This  six-story  building  was  designed  by  Havens  and  Toepke  and  was  completed  in 
1908.    It  is  a  steel  frame  structure  clad  in  white  glazed  terra  cotta.  The 
building  has  a  Renaissance-Baroque  ornamentation  which  Heritage  describes  as 
bordering  on  Art  Nouveau.    The  Tiffany-like,  leaded  glass  transom  windows  of 
the  ground  floor  stores  are  largely  intact  as  is  the  interior  of  the  store 
which  served  as  the  principal  downtown  sales  shop  for  Maskey  Candies  until 
that  firm's  demise  in  the  late  40's.    The  glass  includes  the  once  famous  mask 
and  key  logo  which  identified  the  candymaker.    (Rated  "B"  by  Heritage  and  "3" 
by  the  Departnent  of  City  Planning.) 

60  Kearny  Street,  /ormer\y  Bui  lock  and  Jones  Co.  Builiding 

This  six-story  building,  now  occupied  by  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Savings  & 
Loan  Association,  was  designed  by  Julius  E.  Kraft  in  1907.    It  has  a 
three-part  vertical  composition  with  Renaissance-Baroque  ornamentation.  The 
cornice  has  been  removed  in  compliance  with  the  City  parapet  ordinance. 
(Rated  "B"  by  Heritage  and  "1"  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.) 

^^^^S  Bui Idings  on  Project  Site 

The  other  three  buildings  on  the  site— 79  Post  St.  and  one  between  52  Kearny 
and  60  Kearny  which  have  been  merged  with  the  52  and  60  Kearny  St.  buildings, 
and  a  three  story  restaurant  building  south  of  48  Kearny  St.  have  not  been 
rated. 
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XII.  Appendices 

OTHER  BUILDINGS  ON  PROJECT  BLOCK 

57-65  Post  Str eet.  Mechanics'  Institute 

This  nine-story  building,  bordering  the  project  site  on  the  east,  was  designed 
by  Albert  Pissis  in  1909.    The  lowe^  floors  are  occupied  by  the  Club  librai^y 
and  related  facilities  and  the  upper  floors  by  offices.    The  building  is  a 
steel  frarne  structure  with  brick  curtain  walls.    The  Post  St.  facade  has 
Renaissance-Baroque  ornamentation.    (Rated  "A"  by  Heritage  and  "3"  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.) 

660  Market  Street 

This  five-story  building  was  designed  by  Lewis  Hobart  in  1924  and  is  a  steel 
frame  office  building  clad  in  terra  cotta.    Its  ornamentation  is  modified 
Gothic.    (Rated  "B"  by  the  Heritage  and  "2"  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning.) 

690  Market  Street  (former  Chronicle  Building) 

This  structure  was  designed  by  the  Chicago  firm  of  Burnham  and  Root  in  1839. 
It  was  the  first  iron  and  steel  frame  building  in  the  West  and  the  tallest  in 
the  City  when  built.    Gutted  by  the  fire  that  followed  the  1906  earthquake  it 
was  restored  and  enlarged  by  Willis  Polk  retaining  its  Romanesque  Chicago 
design.    In  1962  a  metal  skin  was  applied  to  the  building  in  an  effort  to 
update  its  appearance.    (Not  rated  by  Heritage,  but  if  restored  would  be  "a 
strong  'A'  group  building."    Not  rated  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.) 

600  Market  Street,  Aetna  Building  at  Crocker  Plaza 

Designed  by  Welton  Becket  and  Associates  in  1969,  this  38-story  building  is 
the  tallest  in  the  project  block.  (Not  rated  by  Heritage;  rated  "4"  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning.) 
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TABLE  0-1:    MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF 
NOVEMBER,  1981* 


Year 

Total  Gross  Sq 
Ft.  Completed 

5-Year 
Total 

5-Year  Annual 
Average 

Cumulative 
Total 

All  Office 
Buildings 

Pre-1960 

28,145,000* 

24,175,000** 

1950 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 

1 ,183,000 
270,000 

1 .413,000 

2,866,000 

573,200 

1960-1964 

(2,580,000) 

(516,000) 

30,725,000 

26,754,000*** 

196b 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 

1,463,000 
973,000 
1,453,000 
1 ,234,000 
3,256,000 

8,379,000 

1  ,675.800 

1965-1969 

(7,541 ,000) 

(1  ,508,000) 

38,266,000 

34,295,000 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

1,853,000 

1,961,000 
2,736,000 
2.065,000 

8,615,000 

1,723,000 

1970-1974 

(7,753,000) 

(1 ,550,000) 

46,019,000 

(42,048,000) 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

536,000 
2.429,000 
2,660,000 

2,532,000 

8,157,000 

1,631,000 

1978-1979 

(7,341,000) 

(1 ,468,000) 

53,360,000 

49,389,000 

1980 

1,284  ,000 

1981 

3,138,000 

57,340,000 

53,369,000 

Under  Construction 

82  /  84  5,600,000 

10,022,000 

2,004,000 

1980-1984 

(9,020,000) 

(1,804,000) 

62,380,000 

58,409,000 

Approved 
Projects 

3,113,000 

65,182,000 

61,211,000 

*  5.F.  Downtown  Zoning  Study  -  Working  Paper  No.  1,  January  1966,  Appendix, 
Table  1,  Part  1.    For  pre  1965,  includes  the  area  bounded  by  Vallejo, 
Franklin,  Central  Skyway.  Bryant  and  The  Embarcadero.    Also  includes  1/3  of 
mixed  use  retail/office.    For  post  1964,  includes  the  entire  city. 
**  Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following 
functional  areas:    Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden  Gateway, 
Civic  Center,  South  of  Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined  in  the 
January  1966  report.    For  post  1964,  the  entire  area  east  of  Franklin  is 
included, 

***  Net  equals  90%  of  gross.    Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of 
90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is 
demolished  to  make  land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building. 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 
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#  TABLE  0-lA:      MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDINGS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  AS  OF  NOVEMBER,  1981 


Assessor's 

Project 

Office 

Block 

Name 

(Gross  Sq 

1b4 

936  Montgomery 

25,000 

167 

Golden  Gateway  III 

100,000 

168 

Golden  Gateway  II 

100,000 

237 

353  Sacramento  at  Battery  (DAON) 

O  O  "7  f\f\f\ 

287,000 

263 

101  California 

1,300,000 

238 

101  Montgomery 

278,000 

CiC 

LrocKer  National  BanK 

77n  c\c\c\ 
1  i\j  ,UUU 

312 

50  Grant  (Ransohof 's) 

90,000 

762 

Opera  Plaza 

50,000 

3708 

25  Jessie/Ecker  Square 

111,000 

3709 

Five  Fremont  Center 

843,000 

3712 

Federal  Reserve  Bank 

653,000 

3718 

Pacific  Gateway/Mission  &  Main 

548,000 

3735 

Gift  Mart/Convention  Plaza 

340,000 

4991 

S.F.  Executive  Park  II 

105,000 

TOTAL 

5,600,000 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 
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>  TABLE  D-IB:    MAJOR  OFFICE  BUILDINGS  APPROVED  AS  OF  NOVEMBER,  1981 


Office 
(Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


161 

Mirawa  Center/Grant  and  Pacific 

84,000 

163 

901  Montgomery 

82.000 

\JLm,  »Www 

166 

222  Front  at  Pacific  (C) 

141,000 

ICC 

16b 

/dO  Battery 

105,000 

239 

456  Montgomery 

223,000 

240 

550  Kearny  (addition) 

71,000 

271 

453  Grant  -  KHC  Plaza 

37,000 

289 

One  Sansome  (Citicorp) 

610,000 

351 

50  UN  Plaza 

60,000 

3702 

1155  Market  at  8th 

144,000 

3705 

Pacific  III  Apparel  Mart 

332,000 

3715 

141  Steuart 

80,000 

3717 

101  Mission  at  Spear 

214,000 

3738 

315  Howard 

389,000 

3803 

China  Basin  Expansion 

196,000 

4991 

S.F.  Executive  Park  III 

345,000 

TOTAL 

3,113,000 

SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 


Assessor ' s 
Block 


Project 
Name 


371 


1 


■o  sz 

c     in  I 

•«  »  00 

e  o  a» 

O)  4.  •<-> 

O  (J3  c 
O  (U 

*J  1*.  4J  <J 

o  o  i- 

<U       Q  01 

•■-)»«  S  to. 

O  <T> 

I-    1/1  r-  I 


(/I  o  OO.^-- 
3  i-  CT^  C 
O  to  —  =3 

^  O  • 

*J  O  00  O 
O)  o  a>  Z 
Z  -u  ! 


c 


OJ  00 

Or~< 


if 


O  O)  «  . 
u  </> 

>,._  (u Uj 

U  >«-   O)  C 

5)  o  o '(J 

T3       —  'U 

•I-   .  Q.'a» 


O  O 
o  o 
o  o 


■O  +  |3 
C  IT)  O 

5  o) 

OJ^  . 

a  o 
o  a: 

0)  4J 


o 
o 
o 


o 
o 
o 


00 

00 


CM  r— 


o 
o 
o 


o 
o 
o 


^£ 

•»  CM  UJ 

CM 

>».— 

r-   3  C 

>-3  -r- 
•>  LI- 

'S- -o 

1—  <U  -tJ 

■r-  <U 

0»  0) 

c  ••-  s- 

3  'M  4J 

O 

rs  1- 

■l-> 

0) 

•o  a 

o 

O  O 

0)  s_ 

o 

o  o 

••-  —  0) 

o 

C3  CD 

<4-  ^  e 

•<-  o 

ir> 

en 

■!->    •  cn 

s.  00  ••-> 

01  c 

. — .LU 

- — "lo 

O  LT) 

CM 

8 

O 
O 

00  "  e 

r~.  UJ  O 

CM 

<NJ 

s- 

UJ  • —  <*- 

^£> 

00 

UJ  13 

•3- 

^  C  • 

o 
o 


o 
o 


IT) 

•a- 


o 


o;  u. 
1—  a> 
UJ  >>■— 
<o 

r-    I  • 

iQ  01  1^ 
C  ■!->  CM 

•1-  ns 

U-  C3  >> 

C  ••-  "-3 

n  1*. 

OD  •.-  13 
O  0) 
V  It}  ■— 
>  Q.  K- 


0) 
J3 


■o 

O) 
+-> 
o 

O) 

a. 

K 

O) 


0> 
OJ 

>» 

o 

CL 

B 
0) 


o;  o 

T3  ••- 
O)  U 
U_  O) 
CL 


c  c 

IT3  O 
LO  O 

O  J- 

CM 

O) 

—  >> 
I 

C  O 
O  5 


1/1 

o  c 
s.  ■•- 
cr>  c 
c 

O 

Lf>  <— 
CM  Q. 

>»  >> 
J2  +-> 


■o  c 

Ol 
91  B 

0  4-> 
TS  i. 
Q.  ITJ 
1/1  Q. 

O) 

01  O 
(J 

(U 

«-  J= 
*J 

o 

>> 

4-  J3 
O 

T3 

0»  0) 
cn  £3. 
O 

*J  I — 
O  O) 
o  > 

T3 

O) 
4- 

to  ifl 
3  I 

cr 

o 

1/1  -£ 
O  X 


4J  J-> 

o 

>«-  cr 
o  <o 

</)  4J  O) 

cr  -o 
o  s-  c 

p-  O)  3 

*j  x:  o 

O  -u  S- 
i.  0) 

o  s_ 

I.  ■!->  lO 

0)  <J1 

.%% 

r—  O 
00  <—  ■<-> 

cn  CL  o 
—  B  i) 
0)  •'-^ 
>»  o 

r—    C  S. 

3  ■•-  Q. 
Ol  .— 

»  cni— 
o  c  < 

o  • 

o  00 

§<!),— 

u.  c 

0) 


C  C  O) 


.,-  0)  ■ 
T3  £ 

Its 

0)  c 


•CO 

<n  Ol 

CM 
•!->•• 

1/1  00 
3  r«»  ifi 
a>  r- 
3  UJ 
ct  UJ  • 

^  ca. 

■o 

0)  OC  " ' —  V. 
•r-  — I  Q  O  O 
>*-  UJ  00  c  >*- 

■I-  <n 
1 1—  ^  ^ 

o  o 

0)  » 


•CM 

CM 


J->  3 

c  s- 

O)  "O 

0  ifl  o 
I—  s: 

01  3  0) 
>  O  1/1 
0)  r-  3 

Q  O 

o  jr 

o; 

O  1/1  1- 


I-  >»o 

O  J3 

■o  o 


<u  c 


a. 
E 

0)  • — ■  o 

^  >, 
13  CM  c  S- 
^    •  <9  lo 
00  00  t 


+J  1- 

3 

O) 

■a  o> 

3   O  ■- 

c  <—  l/> 
O  CL4-> 
■r-  C 

(/)  3  55 

lo  e  s~ 

J3  ■«- 
0>  3 

1/1  O)  cr 

U   >>  0) 

S  o  as 


UJ  <Q  ^ 
UJ  C  0) 
O  LL. 

•u  •»->  -a 

0)  >Q  OJ 
<U  Z  -1- 

1.  ■<- 

00  0)  +J 

^  I. 

^  u 

C  1. 

t- 

o  00 

<t-  -o  p^ 
>-  c  ■— 

(T)  • 

<o  cn 
O  •r^ 
Ol 


ca-f— 

UJ 
0)  t. 
£  0) 

4->  -O 

0) 
>1U. 

J3 

o 

S  u 
0)  c 
"O  w 
t. 
cnu. 
c 

■.-  c 

1/1  ft) 
3  OO 

o 

-=s 

■!-> 

0)  TS 
Z  0) 

•a 

t  ^ 


*J  3 

c  o 

3  n} 

o 

O  13 

0) 

—  >. 
ra  o 

c  <— 

O  Ol 

O)  O) 

0) 

1-  Lf) 


13  Q.  cn  0) 
c  S  c  j= 

rfl  O)  ••-  *J 
E       1/1  O 

0)  (-  3 

■O  QJ  O  C 

a>  = 
c  o;  i/l 

O  -O  13 
1/1  ifl   0)  ^ 

3  ta-r-  o 

O  1/1  -U  J= 

^         -r-  <U 
<U  4->  1/1 

13  O  c  3 
<U       0)  o 

••->>»-  £: 
U  >*-  E 
0)  O  3 

13  O 

o  >*- 
i-  o 
cx 


o 

O  00  -"-> 


c  CO 


i.  01  u.  u 

o  o  o 
a.  c  >4-  z 

<o  o 

C  X 
ll-  •»->  CM 
>1U.  c  • 
O)  <— 


*   .    -  - 

Ifl  *J   4J  CO 

i  «3-  O   C  Q. 
13       «t  O)  O)  *J 

OJ    •      I E  Q  1/1 
to  CS.  Crt-M  rtJ 
Q.  C   S-   C  UJ 

c     ■.-  u  o 

•r-  «  Ijl  Q.  • 
3  0)  >1>« 
O  Q  r—  CM 

OJ  • 

ITS  .—  CM 

O)  I  C   1/1  "fl 

l>-  — 

<'0  13  3 
V-  O)  1/1 


C  1/1 
OJ  «3 
E  _ 
CLO. 

o 


>lH  1/1  c 


o  o 
o>  i-  o 

O  Q.  J^i<^ 

>»-  cn!o 
>*-  c  c 

O  ■'-  13 

o  c 

■•-»  CS.  13 

c  k/i 

2 

o 

13 


J3  _ 

O  O) 

O)  Q. 

•  I. 

■i-  >« 

C   1/1  lD 

3  0)  • 

■!->  O 
^  13 

0  E  O 
5-  —  *J 

0>  1/1 

I/l  0)  • 

01  O 

ae.  +j 

01  o 


||o 

w  >. 

Or-"-  2  ■■" 

,—  1  4->  E  (-> 
^  01  >i  <o  C 

<U  >  1.  >—  W>  <T3 

4-»  0)  lO  3  c  4. 
13  Q  3  Q.-«-  Ll. 

Ol        C   O  Irt 


^  E  <0  C  ^ 

>i  ca.^^^  o  t. 

J3 


i-  T3 

u  c 

13 

c  c 
o 


Ol  t. 


o  o 

o 
o  <-> 

O  ij-l 


^  Q.  3  C 

o  o  10 

•  £  oo 

■M  - — 

1/1  t. 

_  >,  O)  1/1 

CO  r-  OJ 

c  o  u 

=  <  u 
o 

_ ,    j:  .  -o 

ij^  O  U  O  01 

C  O)  1.  00  w 

O  1/1  1T>  U 


u 

c 

13 

i. 

u. 

c 

Ll. 

13 

c 

C 

«» 

ut 

OJ 

LT) 

U 

c 

13 

•o 

X 

a. 

OJ 

o 

1/1 

*J 

•u 

o 

i 

a> 

0) 

•"-> 

o 

o 

o 

(. 

13    O)  r— 

xa  I/l  o) 
OJ    <•  > 

OJ  QC  ro  « 

'^■'il3  C 

U          i.  ■!->  O 

1/1  O)  1/1 

4)  1/1  3  "O 

4->  1/1  at  OJ 

ig  o  3  1/1 

E  <—  «t  « 

—  £  ja 
•*->  o  • 

1/1 1/)  c  OJ 

OJ  ^  o  J- 

>>•.-  lO 

^    1-  4J 

^  fO  13 

5  =  .^ 

t.   C  C  IS 

a>  o  3  1. 


OJ 


<*-  Q.CT1 


S-  O) 

if 

ii 


O)  I/l 

cn  OJ 


c  <n  •.- 
o  ^  o 

■o  i.  § 
OJ  OJ  i- 
1/1  ^  u. 
_  13  O 
(O  CO  4J  c 
O)  O  13 
C  +  O  </l 


o  "o  5  jc 

O  C  O  -M 

13  O  g 

•  OJ  «- 

CM  go 

0)  Q.   •  • 

^  0)  <0  X 


o 


372 


•  TABLE  D-3:   HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME 


Gross  Maximum 

Annual  Income  Affordable          Housing  Cost  and  Type  of  Unit 

Per  Household  Monthly 

or  Housing  Monthly 

Per  Individual  Expenditure*    Cost**      Type  of  Unit  (Price)  Source 

$5,000  $125 

8.300  (a)  208 

10,000  250 

10,680  267            $267  •   Census  Median  Rent  (el) 

11,560  289             289  -   Studio  Apartments  (fl) 

15,000  375 

18,200  455             455-   Median  Rent,  All  Units  {f2) 

20,000  500 

23,520  588             588  -   Rent,  3+  Bedroom  Units  (f3) 

25,000  (b)  625 

27,300  (c)  683 

30,000  (b)  750 

35,000  875 

40,000  1,000 

P  40,880  1.022          1,022-   Lowest  House  Price   ($95,000)  (gl) 

^45,000  1,125          1,125-  Census  Median  Value  (104,600)  (e2) 

50,000  1,250 

52,560  (d)  1,314 

55,000  1,375 

^     65,080  1,627          1,627  -  Median  House  Price    (151,203)  {g2) 

.     101 ,880  2,547          2,547  -   Highest  House  Price  (236,750)  (g3) 

300,000  (d)  7,500 


See  following  page  for  references. 
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•  TABLE  D-3:    HOUSING  AFFORDABILITY  BY  HOUSEHOLD  INCOME  (continued) 


*     The  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  Interim  Guidelines 
(January,  1982)  define  affordable  housing  as  follows: 
rental  expenses  not  exceeding  30%  of  gross  monthly  income,  adjusted  for 
family  size;  and  home  ownership  expenses  not  exceeding  38%  of  gross 
monthly  income,  adjusted  for  family  size,  including  mortgage  payments, 
property  taxes,  insurance,  and/or  homeownership  association  dues. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  table,  30%  of  gross  monthly  income  is  used  to 
calculate  housing  affordabil ity  for  both  renters  and  owners.    For  owners 
it  is  assumed  that  B%  of  gross  monthly  income  would  cover  property  taxes, 
insurance,  and/or  homeownership  association  dues  and  other  related 
expenses.    No  adjustment  has  been  made  for  family  size  because  family 
circumstances  vary  widely. 

**   Monthly  housing  costs  refer  to  rents  and  mortgage  payments  for  the  housing 
prices  shown  in  parentheses;  sources  of  rents  and  house  prices  are  as 
footnoted.    Monthly  costs  of  ownership  housing  were  calculated  as  monthly 
mortgage  expenses  assuming  20%  down  payment,  30-year  mortgage,  and  16% 
interest  rate,  not  including  insurance,  property  taxes,  and  other  related 
housing  costs. 

a.  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  March,  1981,  "Area  wage  survey  for  the 
San  Francisco-Oakland,  California  Metropolitan  Area."  $8,300  was  the  mean 
1980  income  of  inexperienced  file  clerks,  one  of  the  lowest-paid  office 
occupations  listed. 

b.  The  range  of  $25,000  to  $30,000  is  assumed  to  approximate  the  median 
annual  income  of  project  employees  (see  discussion  of  Income,  p.  ). 

c.  The  $27,300  income  figure  was  derived  by  inflating  the  $16,300  median 
income  of  downtown  office  workers  from  the  1974  SPUR  survey  through 
December,  1981  by  67%  using  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  national  wage 
information  for  nonsupervisory  finance,  insurance,  and  real  estate  sector 
employees  since  1974. 

d.  Montgomery-Washington  Building  FEIR,  81.104E,  certified  January  28,  1982. 
The  "me?fan "sal a ry  of  wage  earners  at  601  Montgomery  St.  was  estimated  to 
be  $52,560  and  the  highest  salary  for  corporate  officers  $300,000, 
according  to  a  1981  survey. 

e.  City  Planning  and  Information  Services,  "1980  Census  Information," 
March  1982:    1.  median  rent       2.  median  noncondominium  housing  value 
Rental  data  include  residential  hotels  whose  rent  levels  may  be 
substantially  lower  than  other  types  of  rental  dwellings  and  may  therefore 
have  an  effect  on  the  median  rent. 

f.  Department  of  City  Planning,  "Rent  Survey,"  1980.    Median  rents  are  for: 
1.  studio  apartments  2.  all  units  3.  3+  bedrooms 

These  data  are  based  on  a  small  nonrandom  sample  of  newspaper  ads  and  may 
not  reflect  true  rental  costs. 

g.  San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors,  "Multiple  Sales  Service,"  October  5, 
1981.    (Annual  data  on  housing  sales  prices  including  all  homes  sold  from 
February  11,  1981  to  October  1,  1981): 

1.  lowest  price  .   2.  median  price         3.  highest  price 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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APPENDIX  E:    TRANSPORTATION,  CIRCULATION  AND  PARKING 


TABLE  E-1: 

VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 

Level  of 

Volume/Capacity* 

Serv  ice 

Description 

(v/c)  Ratio 

Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach       less  than  0.60 
to  an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements 
are  made  easily.    Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No 
vehicles  wait  longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication. 
The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  0.61-0.70 
to  an  intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays 
may  be  encountered.    Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat 
restricted  within  groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  very  good. 

Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.71-0.80 

an  intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur 

behind  turning  vehicles.    Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted, 

but  not  objectionably  so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to 

wait  more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 

operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restric-  0.81-0.90 

tion  causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on 

approacnes  to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak 

period.    However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand 

such  that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing 

excessive  back-ups.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 

described  as  fair. 

Capacity  occurs  at  level  of  service  E.    It  represents  the  most  0.91-1.00 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of 
the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal 
cycles.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  poor. 

Level  of  service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-ups  from  1.00+ 
locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or 
prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under 
consideration.    Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the 
intersection  vary  from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.    Because  of 
the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 


*~Ca"pacity  is  defined  as  Level  of  Service  E. 

Source:  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  Bureau  of 
Engineering 
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TABLE  E-2:    PEDESTRIAN  FLOW  REGIMEN 


Flow  Regime 

Walking  Speed 
Choice 

Conflicts 

Flow  Rate 
Average 

(P/F/M)* 
Platoon 

Open 

Free  Selection 

None 

0.5 

0.5 

1  In  1  mnprlpri 

Mi  nor 

0  5-2 

Impeded 

Some  Selection 

High  Indirect 
Interaction 

2-6 

0.5-6 

Constrained 

Some  Restriction 

Multiple 

6-10 

6  -  10 

Crowded 

Restricted 

High  Probability 

10  -  14 

10-4 

Congested 

All  Reduced 

Frequent 

14  -  18 

14  -  18 

Jammed** 

Shuffle  Only 

Unavoidable 

18 

^  P/F/M  =  Pedestrians  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute. 

**    For  Jammed  Flow,  the  (attempted)  flow  rate  degrades  to  zero  at  complete 

breakdown.    Based  on  counts  taken  on  Wednesday,  April  29,  1981. 

SOURCE:  Pushkarev,  Boris  and  Jeffry  M.  Zupan,  "Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians", 
Cambridge,  MA.  MIT  Press,  1975. 


TABLE  E-3:    PEAK  15-MINUTE  PEDESTRIAN  VOLUMES  IN  1981 
(PROJECT  SIDE  OF  STREET) 


Pedestrian 

Effective*  Volume**  Flow  Rate***  Flow  Regime* 

Sidewalk         Width  A.M.  NOON  P.M.       A.M.  NOON  P.M.        A.M.  NOON  P.M. 

Post  St.  10.0  ft.       290    470    200        1.9    3.1    1.3        Unim    Impd  Unim 

Kearny  St.       10.0  ft.       190    300    315        1.3    2.0    2.1        Unim    Unim  Impd 


*  Actual  width  on  Post  St.  is  15  ft.,  and  on  Kearny  St.  is  14  ft.  Effective 
widths  take  account  of  poles,  planter  boxes,  people  standing  at  store  windows, 
etc. 

**  Pedestrians  per  15  minutes. 

***  Pedestrians  per  minute  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width. 
+  Abbreviations  are  the  following: 
Unim  =  Unimpeded;  Impd  =  Impeded 

See  Appendix  E,  Table  E-2  for  definitions  and  volume  criteria. 


SOURCE:  TJKM 
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TABLE  E-4: 

EXISTING  P.M. 

PEAK  MUNI  RIDERSHIP  AND 

LOAD  FACTORS 

Passenger 

Seating 

Maximum 

Load 

Line 

Count* 

Capacity 

Capacity** 

Factor 

1 

400 

300 

450 

.89 

IX 

613 

500 

750 

.82 

2 

572 

400 

600 

.95 

3 

51 1 

350 

525 

.97 

4 

235 

250 

375 

.63 

5 

986 

850 

1,275 

.77 

6 

500 

450 

675 

.74 

7 

327 

300 

450 

.73 

8 

658 

750 

1 ,125 

.59 

9 

531 

500 

T  r" 

750 

.71 

11 

676 

500 

750 

.90 

12 

487 

350 

525 

.93 

14 

1 ,215 

850 

1 ,275 

.95 

14GL 

253 

200 

300 

r%  A 

.84 

1  il  u 

14X 

655 

450 

675 

.97 

15 

T 

887 

650 

975 

.91 

lew 

loX 

540 

500 

"7  l~ 

750 

.72 

1 7X 

260 

250 

375 

.69 

21 

660 

550 

825 

o  o 

.83 

25 

A  f\C 

495 

400 

600 

.77 

O  *7 

2/ 

158 

200 

300 

.53 

30 

1 ,067 

950 

1 ,425 

■7  c 
.75 

30X 

822 

650 

975 

.84 

31 

498 

^  ^ 

350 

525 

.95 

31X 

569 

450 

675 

.84 

38 

989 

750 

1 ,125 

.88 

38L 

656 

450 

675 

.97 

38  aX 

503 

400 

600 

.84 

38  bX 

194 

200 

300 

.65 

40X 

321 

350 

525 

.61 

230 

200 

300 

.// 

45 

615 

450 

675 

.91 

55 

1,456 

1,100 

675 

.88 

66 

186 

250 

375 

.50 

71 

379 

250 

375 

1.01 

72 

276 

200 

300 

.92 

J 

798 

780 

1,235 

.65 

3.119 

1,768 

3,900 

.80 

N 

2,050 

1.376 

2,400 

.85 

*  Passenger  counts  are  existing  p.m.  peak  hour  (4:30  to  5:30)  figures  for 
October,  1980  listed  in  Table  3  of  Attachment  III  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  Guidelines. 

♦♦Capacity  is  based  upon  150%  of  seating  capacity  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
existing  p.m.  peak  hour  (4:30  to  5:30)  runs. 

***  Depart^nent  of  City  Planning  statistics  include  the  L  and  M  in  data  for  the 
K  line. 
SOURCE:  TJKM 
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TABLE  E-5:    EXISTING  PEAK  HOUR  TRANSIT  RIOERSHIPS  AND  CAPACITIES 
(Selected  Routes;*  Peak  Direction  Only) 


Capacity+  %  Occupancy 


Riders 

Vehicles 

Seated 

Total 

Seated 

Total 

Peak 

BART: 

TransBay 

10,500 

122** 

8,780 

13,180 

120 

80 

p.m. 

West bay 

6,360 

89** 

6,410 

9,610 

99 

66 

p.m. 

A-C  Transit 

9,130 

199 

9,990 

12,490 

91 

73 

p.m. 

SamTrans 

970 

18 

850 

1,060 

115 

91 

p.m. 

So.  Pacific  RR 

4,395 

1 1 ,000 

11.000 

40 

40 

p.m. 

Golden  Gate  Transit 

Motor  Coach 

5,050 

122 

5,470 

6,710 

92 

75 

a.m. 

Ferry 

1,070 

3 

1,410 

2,075 

76 

52 

p.m. 

*  SamTrans:    7F,  7B,  5M,  7R; 
A-C  Transit:  A,B,BX,C,CH/CB,E,EX,F,FS6/FX,G,H,K,KH,L,LX,N,NX,0,0X,R/RH,RD 
/RF/RCV,S,SW,V,W,Y. 

**  BART  data  is  on  a  per  car  basis.    Fourteen  trains  ran  in  each  direction  in 
the  peak  hour.  Eastbound  there  were  7  Concord  trains  (average  10  cars  per 
train);  4  Fremont  trains  (average  10  cars  per  train);  and  3  Richmond  trains 
(average  4  cars  per  train). 

***  Number  of  trains  assuming  10  cars  per  train  to  reflect  available  rolling 

stock.    Actual  number  of  cars  per  train  is  less  than  10. 

+  Capacity  has  been  calculated  based  on  the  following  per-vehicle  capacities: 

Total  Seated  and 
Seated  Passengers      Standing  Passengers 

BART  72  108 

A-C  Transit  48  60 

SamTrans  47  59 
Southern  Pacific                                 100/150  100/150 

Golden  Gate  Transit  Motor  Coach  45  55 

Sausalito  Ferry  400  575 

Larkspur  Ferry  510  750 

SOURCES:    TJKM  and  public  agencies  and  personnel  indicated  on  p.  189. 
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TABLE  E-5  SOURCES: 


Publicly  available  data  was  supplied  by  the  agencies 
and  personnel  indicated  below. 


Agency 

BART 


Data 


Data  Acquisition 
System 

Representative  Day 


Personnel 


W.  Belding 
Sr.  Economic 
Analyst 


Date 

20  March  1981 


A-C  Transit 


Schedule  Checks  on 
Various  Weekdays  in 
1981 


Kay  More, 
A-C  Transit 


21  May  1981 


Samtrans 


Maximum  Load  Point 
Schedule  Check 


TJKM 
Program 


19  May  1981 


Southern 

Pacific 

Railroad 


Yearly  Account, 
File  Ap-191 
(October  1980) 


R.  Rodell 
Acting  Manager 
Commute  Service 


19  May  1981 


Golden  Gate 


Monthly  Reports 


A.  Zahradnik 


25  March  1981 
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TABLE  E-6:    PROJECT  TRAVEL  DISTRIBUTION  AND  MODAL  SPLIT 


 OFFICE/RETAIL  

Work  Travel  (57%)  Other  Travel  (43%) 

^eog.  Geog. 
Geographic  Area  %  Mode         %  %         Mode  % 

San  Francisco 

Dwntn/Northeast  7.0        Auto         9.0          19.0        Auto  30.0 

(E  of  Van  Ness,  Muni        61.0  Muni  50.0 

N  of  Market  BART  1.0  BART  10.0 

to  the  Embar-  Walk        29.0  Walk  10.0 

cadero,  S  of 
Market  to  101) 

Northwest  15.0        Auto        31.0         17.0        Auto  55.0 

(Richmond, Marina  Muni        69.0  Muni  45.0 

Western  Addition) 

Southwest  13.0        Auto        29.0         12.0        Auto  55.0 

(Sunset, Parkside,  Muni        62.0  Muni  36.0 

Ingleside, Excel-  BART         9.0  BART  9.0 

sior.  Twin  Peaks, 
and  Upper  Market) 

Southeast  5.0        Auto        26.0         13.0        Auto  50.0 

(Potrero  Hill,  Bay-  Muni        52.0  Muni  40.0 

view.  Hunters  Point,  BART        22.0  BART  10.0 

East  and  South  of 
101) 


Peninsula 

(San  Mateo  and  Santa 
Clara  Counties) 


East  Bay 

(Alameda  and  Contra 
Costa  Counties) 

North  Bay 

(Marin  and  Sonoma 
Counties ) 


SOURCE:  TJKM 


18.0        Auto  44.0 

Muni  3.0 

BART  19.0 

SamT  7.0 

SPRR  27.0 

30.0        Auto  33.0 

BART  37 .0 

A-C  30.0 

12.0        Auto  58.0 

GGTB  35.0 

GGTB  7.0 


13.0        Auto  80.0 

Muni  0.0 

BART  0.0 

SamT  3.0 

SPRR  17.0 

16.0        Auto  80.0 

GGTB  11.0 

A-C  9.0 

10.0        Auto  73.0 

GGTB  19.0 

GGTB  8.0 
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TABLE  E-7:    BUILDINGS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  ANALYSIS 


The  buildings  which  were  elements  of  the  cumulative  transportation  analysis 
are  in  or  near  the  Downtown  Business  district  and  are  listed  below  by  their 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  EIR  file  number  and  name. 


74.253  444  Market:  Shaklee 

77.164  Pacific  Bldg.  Ill  -  Apparel  Mart 

77.256  Levi 's  Plaza 
78.27  101  California 
78.207  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
78.298  1  Montgomery:    Crocker  Tower 
78.334  1  Sansome 

—  Embarcadero  4 

78.413  150  Spear  Street 

79.57  DAON  Building  (Battery  &  Sacramento) 

79.169  The  Pacific  Lumber  Bldg.    (Washington  &  Sansome) 

79.178  456  Montgomery 

79.196  315  Howard 

78.61  Pacific  Gateway 

80.26  101  Montgomery 

80.268  Five  Fremont  Center* 

79.236  101  Mission* 

80.171  Hotel  Ramada* 

79.257  Tower  II,  Hilton  Hotel* 
79.283  Holiday  Inn* 

80.57  25  Jessie  St  (neg.  dec.)* 

80.355  One  New  Montgomery  Place* 

81.25  1155  Market  St.* 

81  .244D  China  Basin* 

80.349  Spear  Main* 

81.61  135  Main* 


*  These  projects  are  not  contained  on  Attachment  2  (October  1980)  to 
"Guidelines,"  and  were  included  at  the  request  of  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning. 

SOURCE :    T JKM 
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•  TABLE  E-7A:      BUILDINGS  INaUDEO  IN  THE  CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  ANALYSIS  - 
PROPOSED  DOWNTOWN  PROJECTS 


Project  Name 


Project  Name 


5th  and  Townsend 
1241  Stockton 
110  Gough 

99  Oak  St. 
690  2nd  St. 
1000  Montgomery 

South  End  Warehouse  (675  2nd) 

564  Sacramento 

50  Grant 

901  Montgomery 

750  Battery 

123  Townsend 

Bank  of  Canton 

2nd  and  Folsom 

Ferry  Bldg. 

Montgomery/Wash  ington 

301  Mission 

100  Broadway 

252  Townsend  &  Lusk 
144  2nd  &  Minna 
200  2nd 

333  Cal ifornia 

1361  Bush 

466  Clementina 

466  Bush  St. 

90  New  Montgomery 

388  Market 

211  Gough 


One  Van  Ness 

485  3rd  St.  Conversion 

137  Steuart  Conversion 

One  Holland  Ct. 

490  2nd  St. 

125  Greenwich 

900  Polk  &  0' Parrel  1 

Francisco  Place 

220  Pacific 

KH  Plaza 

955  Front 

201  Spear 

868  Folsom 

Franklin  and  McAllister 
Welsh  Commons 

1st  and  Market  Central  Plaza 
Russ  Tower 

Ice  House  Conversion 

650  7th 

1151  Market 

United  Federal  S  &  L 

847  Sansome  Conversion 

539  Bryant  Conversion 

1660  Mission  &  Otis 

71  Stevenson 

333  Bush 

240  Montgomery 


SOURCE:    Department  of  City  Planning 
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APPENDIX  F:    AIK  QUALITY 


TABLE  F-1:    SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1978-1980 


STATIONS:    939  Ellis  Street  and  900  23rd  Street,  San  Francisco* 


POLLUTANT:  STANDARD 

1978 

1979 

1980* 

OZONE  (O3)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm  /a/) 

Highest  hourly  average            (0.08)  0.12  /b,c/  0.11 

0.08 

0.09 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

(4)  0 

0 

0 

Expected  Annual  Excess/c/ 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average 

35  /b/ 

17 

20 

10 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

0 

0 

8-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  8-hour  average 

9  /b/ 

9.4 

13.8 

7.5 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

1 

2 

0 

NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (NO2) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average 

0.25  /d/ 

0.30 

0.16 

0.17 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

4 

0 

0 

SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (SO2) 

24-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

0.05  /d/ 

0.024 

0.034 

0.018 

Number  of  standard  excesses/e,f/ 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 

24-hour  concentration  (ug/m3  /g/) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

100  /d/ 

128 

117 

173 

Number  of  standard  excesses/f/ 

1 

1 

6 

Annual  concentration  (ug/m3) 

Annual  Geometric  Mean 

60  /d/ 

42 

42 

52 

Annual  standard  excess 

No 

No 

No 

LEAD 

Calendar  quarter  concentration  (mg/m3) 

Highest  quarterly  average 

1.5  /b/ 

1.19 

0.95 

0.53 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

0 

0 

rn"January  1980  all  of  the  pollutant-monitoring  functions  of  the 
939  Ellis  St.  Station  were  transferred  to  the  900  23rd  St.  Station. 
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Table  F-1  (continued) 

/a/  ppm:    parts  per  million. 

/b/  National  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year  (except  for 
annual  standards  which  are  not  to  be  exceeded). 

Id  The  national  ozone  standard  was  revised  from  0.08  ppm  to  0.12  ppm  in 
January  1979.    The  number  of  excesses  shown  in  parentheses  is  of  the  old 
0.08  ppm  standard  in  effect  at  the  time.    Expected  Annual  Excess  is  a 
three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  new  0.12  ppm  standard, 
/d/  California  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

/e/  The  sulfur  dioxide  standard  is  considered  to  be  exceeded  only  if  there  is 
a  concurrent  excess  of  the  state  ozone  or  suspended  particulate  standards  at 
the  same  station.    Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of  0.14  ppm  applies, 
/f/  Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days), 
/g/  ug/m3:    micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

SOURCE:    BAAQMD,  1978  -  1980,  Contaminant  and  Weather  Summaries. 
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APPENDIX  G:  ENHRGY 


TABLE  G-1:    BUILDINGS  INCLUDED  IN  THE  COMPARATIVE  ENERGY  ANALYSIS 


Downtown  buildings  which  were  used  in  the  comparative  energy  analysis  are 
listed  below  by  their  Office  of  Environmental  Review  EIR  file  number  and  name. 


78.61 

Pacific  Gateway 

78.27 

101  California 

78.207 

Federal  Reserve  Bank 

78.298 

1  Montgomery  (Crocker  Tower) 

79.57 

DAON  Building  (Battery  &  Sacramento) 

79.178 

456  Montgomery 

79.236 

101  Mission 

80.26 

101  Montgomery 

80.268 

Five  Fremont  Center 

80.349 

Spear/Main 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
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APPENDIX  H:    City  Planning  Code:*    Transfer  of  Permitted  Basic  Gross  Floor 
Area  From  the  Mechanics'  Institute 


Mechanics'  Institute  Floor  Area 

Lot  Area  6,994.6  sq.  ft. 

Building  Area  Using  an  F.A.R.  of  14:1                           97,924     sq.  ft. 

Existing  Development  58,916     sq.  ft. 

Net  Available  for  Transfer  39,008     sq.  ft. 


*  Article  1 .2,  Section  127,  Subsections  (a)  and  (b).    Calculations  shown  above 
have  not  been  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  according 
procedures  outlined  in  Subsection  (c);  therefore  the  amount  of  net  floor 
area  available  for  transfer  should  be  considered  as  an  estimate. 
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